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Executive Summary 
Background 
In 1992, field examinations were made of a statisti-
cally based sample of 5 10 tree plantations containing 
16,772 acres established under United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) programs. The programs 
provide technical and financial assistance for tree plant-
ing on nonindustrial private ownerships. 
Programs included were the: 
• Soi l Bank Program, from 1956 to 1962. 
• Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP), from 
1936 to the present. 
• Forestry Incentives Program (FIP), fro m 1974 to 
the present. 
Under these programs, 12.4 million acres of trees 
have been planted through fi scal year 1992. 
Congress appropriated funds for these programs to 
the USDA Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service (ASCS), which approves landowner applica-
tions, administers agreements and issues cost-share pay-
ments. The USDA Forest Service, through cooperation 
with state foresters, provides technical forestry assis-
tance to participating private landowners. 
Landowners who receive financial and technical 
assistance under these programs are required, by con-
tract, to protect and maintain the tree plantings for 10 
years. Thereafter, there are no further program require-
ments or incentives. The landowners are free to make 
individual land-use decisions. 
This study was undertaken to document what has 
happened to tree plantings established under these pro-
grams after the I 0-year contracts expired. Specifically, 
the study looked at tree planting retention, the forest 
conditions and whether the long-term objectives of the 
respective programs have been achieved. 
Findings 
Soil Bank Program 
Under the Soil Bank Program, 28.7 million acres 
were taken out of agricultural production for periods of 
up to 10 years. The program has been characterized as 
ineffective in reducing the production of agricultural 
commodities (e.g., USDA 1980 RCA Appraisal) 
because advancing technology applied on other lands 
caused production to increase. Also, most Soil Bank 
acres were in grass and legume covers. These acres were 
quickly put back into crop production. 
However, the 2.2 million acres of trees planted 
under the Soil Bank are clearly the exception. In the 
sample of almost 5,000 acres planted to trees under the 
Soil Bank, we found<>nly 2.5 percent had been returned 
to cropland and another 5 percent to pasture. In contrast, 
80 percent of the acres are in forest. 
Since trees planted under the Soil Bank are now of 
merchantable age, especially in the South, many of the 
trees originally planted have been harvested. Notwith-
standing, 35 percent of the acres were in the original 
planting, 41 percent have been replanted and 4 percent 
have reverted to other tree species. Urban uses (com-
mercial, industrial and residential) accounted for the 
remaining 13 percent of the tree acres planted under the 
Soil Bank. They accounted for more acres than did con-
version to agriculture. 
Finally, the remaining Soil Bank plantations are in 
excellent condition. Only 0.2 percent of the sampled 
acres are not worth retaining for timber production, due 
to poor stocking. The number of trees needing no treat-
ment to enhance timber production in the immediate 
future was 68 percent. 
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Executive Summary 
Agricultural Conservation Program 
The ACP tree plantings are highly effective in 
accomplishing the program's objectives of soil and 
water conservation and woodlot management. 
Of the acreage planted to trees, 76 percent is still in 
the original planting, 10 percent has reverted to other 
tree species, 6 percent has been lost to urban-related 
development, 4 percent has been converted to pasture 
and cropland and the remaining 2 percent has been 
replanted. 
The silvicultural condition of ACP plantations is 
good to excellent for 96 percent of the retained acres. 
But 50 percent of ACP acres are in need of treatment, 
principally release from invading hardwoods, within 
three years to enhance timber production. 
Forestry Incentives Program 
Field inspections showed that 92 percent of the 
acres planted to trees under the FIP since 1975 are in the 
original plantings. Another 5 percent have reverted to 
other woodland types. Only 3 percent of FIP acres have 
been converted to nonforest uses, such as agriculture 
and urbanization. 
FIP tree plantings are highly effective in achieving 
the program's objective of increased timber production. 
This is due to the high rate of retention. From the origi-
nal plantings, 96 percent of the retained acres are in 
good to excellent silvicultural condition. But within a 
few years, 80 percent of the retained FIP acres would 
benefit from treatments to enhance timber production, 
such as removal of competing hardwoods. 
Factors influencing stand retention 
Stepwise discriminant analysis identified variables 
significantly correlated with tree plantation retention, 
losses and forest management activities. Not surpris-
ingly, losses to urban uses were related to proximity of 
all-weather roads. Losses to all causes were associated 
with smaller total land ownership, smaller plantations 
size and sites of poorer quality. 
Larger plantations of more than 50 acres and those 
on better sites were most likely thinned for commercial 
wood products. However, while retained at higher rates, 
plantations on better sites were also the most subject to 
invasion and competition from hardwoods that prefer 
better sites. 
Consistency with other studies 
The results of this study are quite consistent with 
previous studies that have looked at the individual pro-
grams over shorter periods of time. 
For example, Alig et a!. ( 1980) documented 86 per-
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cent of the Soil Bank Program acres planted to trees in 
the South were retained after 15 to 20 years . Kurtz et a!. 
( 1980) observed an 85 percent retention rate for I 0-
year-old ACP plantings. Risbrudt and Ellefson ( 1983) 
reported a 91 percent retention for seven-year-old FlP 
plantations. 
Management implications 
The following conclusions are based on the study 
findings: 
• Tree plantings under FIP, ACP and the Soil Bank 
Program have been effective in meeting the legislative 
requirements of each program. 
• USDA and state foresters must be doing things 
right. The high rates of retention and good silvicultural 
condition of the current tree plantations reflect a strong 
underlying research program and an effective field 
delivery system in all its phases - from tree nursery 
operations to matching tree species to site conditions 
and good planting procedures. 
• The 10-year contract period, during which the pri-
vate landowner must protect and maintain the new 
plantings, has been adequate to achieve long-term pro-
gram objectives, such as timber production and agricul-
tural land retirement. 
• In the absence of radical change in factors that 
influence land use, it seems likely that the 10-year con-
tracts (15 years for hardwoods, due to a long production 
period) used for tree planting in the current Conserva-
tion Reserve Program will result in long-term benefits. 
Also, the 10-year contracts are appropriate for pro-
grams being considered. One program's goal is to plant 
trees to capture and store carbon dioxide to mitigate glo-
bal climate change. 
• Reduce loss of tree planting by not planting trees 
in areas with a moderate to high probability of being 
converted to urban use, concentrating tree planting on 
larger tracts, establishing higher minimum-size stan-
dards for plantations and selecting better quality sites. 
• Enhance timber production on established planta-
tions by providing additional management assistance to 
landowners. Encourage them to apply the silvicultural 
treatments that many ACP and FIP plantations should 
receive within in the next three to five years . 
• Individuals and groups who oppose plantations 
because of concerns about monocultures and the associ-
ated loss of biological diversity, should be somewhat 
encouraged. Over time, these plantings do take on some 
of the characteristics of wild stands, as trees of other 
species and age classes become established. 
Chapter 1. Introduction 
Since 1961 , 8.18 million acres of coni fer trees have 
been established on nonindustrial, privately owned 
lands. Various forms of government cost-sharing assis-
tance were used to encourage timber production on 
small land ownerships and for conservation purposes, 
see Appendix Tables A l .S, A !.A and A !.F. 
Three programs, the Soil Bank Program of 1956, 
the Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP) of 1936 
and the Forestry Incentives Program (FIP) of 1973, have 
provided the legislative authority and funding to enable 
and encourage such private forestation. Under these pro-
grams, 12.4 million acres of trees have been planted 
through fiscal year 1992. 
The programs have provided technical and financial 
assistance to nonindustrial, private forest landowners. 
All of the programs have been delivered through coop-
eration between state forestry agencies, the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) and 
USDA Forest Service. 
Program Descriptions 
Soil Bank Program 
This program was established by the Soil Bank Act 
of 1956. Its main purpose was to divert land from crops 
to reduce agricultural inventories. Secondary purposes 
were to establish protective vegetative covers and pro-
mote conservation on enrolled lands through planting 
trees, establishing wildlife covers, managing marshes 
and constructing water impoundments. 
At its peak in 1960, 28.7 million acres were under 
contract (USDAASCS, 1970). Permanent vegetative 
cover was established on 20.9 million acres (hayland 
and cropland in rotational pasture already had cover). Of 
this land, 2.2 million acres (10.5 percent) was planted to 
trees. 
Agricultural Conservation Program 
Trees have been planted under ACP in every year 
since 1936, except 1944 when the nation's attention was 
diverted by World War II. This results in 7.2 million 
acres planted through 1992. 
ACP is intended to promote soil and water conser-
vation and woodlot management. 
Forestry Incentives Program 
FIP was authorized by Congress in 1973 and imple-
mented in 1974 through ACP. In 1975, FIP became a 
separately funded program. A total of 3 million acres 
have been planted on nonindustrial private lands under 
FIP through 1992. 
The program's objective is to increase national tim-
ber supplies. FIP is distinguished in that it is the only 
program of the three with a clear timber production 
goal. 
FIP, ACP and the Soil Bank Program have some 
things in common. Congress appropriated funds for 
these programs to the USDA ASCS. 
ASCS approves landowner applications, adminis-
ters agreements and issues cost-share payments. The 
USDA Forest Service, through cooperation with the 
state foresters, provides technical forestry assistance to 
participating private landowners. 
Landowners who receive financial and technical 
assistance under these programs are required, by con-
tract, to protect and maintain the tree plantings for 10 
years . Thereafter, there are no further program require-
ments or incentives. Landowners are free to make indi-
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vidual land-use decisions. 
The programs have important differences, due to 
different objectives: 
• The Soil Bank targets agricultural land. It is the 
only program with annual rental payments to compen-
sate for the Joss of income. 
• ACP is used on agricultural lands to address soil 
and water problems. 
• FIP has a minimum site-quality requirement (50 
cubic foot of wood per acre per year) and a 10-acre min-
imum plantation size. It can only be used in counties 
designated by USDA as major wood-producing coun-
ties. 
This study was designed to represent FIP, since its 
inception in 1974; ACP for the last 30 years; and the 
Soil Bank in the states of Georgia, Mississippi and 
South Carolina (where 51 percent of the Soil Bank tree 
planting occurs). The evaluation reflects the status of 8.2 
million acres or two-thirds of the acres planted under the 
three programs. 
More recently, the Conservation Reserve Program 
(CRP) (Food Security Act of 1985) is responsible for 2.3 
million acres of trees planted through 1992 (Moulton et 
al., 1993). While most of the acreage planted to trees is 
located in the South, trees are planted in 41 states and 
the Caribbean. 
Preliminary indications are that CRP retention rates 
may be greater than experienced under the Soil Bank 
Program (Alig et al, 1980) and the ACP (Kurtz et al., 
1980). 
Provisions included in the CRP, but not in the other 
programs, might account for its greater retention rate. 
These provisions are required erosion characteristics of 
the enrolled land, conservation compliance require-
ments and sodbuster penalties. Futhermore, genetically 
improved planting stock is available, coupled with a 
favorable demand outlook for forest products. 
Although all plantings under the CRP are still 
within the 10-year contract requirement, an estimate of 
their retention in the originally planted species the past 
I 0 years would be quite informative and useful in future 
program evaluations. 
The recent concern over global climate change and 
the President's favorable stance on tree planting raise 
additional questions regarding the potential for carbon 
sequestration of plantations established under the vari-
ous programs (Moulton and Richards, 1990). 
The potential long-term nature of the plantings war-
rants an evaluation of their effectiveness in this regard. 
While a detailed examination of their contribution to cli-
mate relief is beyond the scope of this study, the devel-
opment of baseline data on carbon sequestration 
capacity of the plantings is most appropriate. 
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Photo 1. An unthlnned, 17-year-old ACP Red pine plantation In 
Wisconsin. 
Previous studies 
The performances of the programs are the object of 
substantial concern because of the emphasis on cost-
efficiency (Mills and Cain, 1979 and Risbrudt and Ellef-
son, 1983) and challenges to their ability to help 
increase or stabilize future wood supplies. 
The long-term nature of forestry investments, com-
plicated by landowner objectives that do not include 
timber production, make program evaluation efforts dif-
ficult. The area with the greatest degree of uncertainty 
regarding program performance is the proportion of 
retention and the level of maintenance applied. 
Direct evaluations of public forestry assistance 
efforts have found varying degrees of retention, as well 
as plantation condition. Williston and Dell ( 1974) found 
that only 35 percent of the originally planted acreage of 
40-year-old pine plantations established in northern 
Mississippi by the CCC between 1934 and 1942 for 
flood control purposes were still in existence. Generally, 
southern pine plantations are fully mature at 40 years. 
A much higher level of acreage retention - 85 per-
cent - was reported by Williston ( 1972), who evaluated 
pine plantations on the Yazoo-Little Tallahatchie Flood 
Prevention Project in northern Mississippi. Of the plan-
tations established with TVA assistance between 1934 
and 1960, 81 percent of the acreage was retained (TVA 
Division of Development, 1962). 
Alig, Mills and Shackelford ( 1980) found a reten-
tion rate of 86 percent of the tree acreage planted from 
1956 to 1961 under the Conservation Reserve phase of 
the Soil Bank Program in Georgia, Mississippi and 
South Carolina. 
These studies, as well as others concerned with the 
plantation conditions of long-term, publicly subsidized 
programs (Dingle and Fletcher, 1955 and Kingsley and 
--
Mayer, 1972), point out that plantations have not always 
been maintained in a productive state. 
Perhaps the most previous comprehensive examina-
tion of plantation retention and condition was conducted 
by Kurtz eta!. ( 1980), see Kurtz 1978. It reported on 10-
to 15-year-old conifer plantations in the eastern United 
States established under ACP. 
Pine plantations of more than 10 acres in Missouri, 
Mississippi, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin and South Caro-
lina were examined. Some 95 percent of the originally 
planted tracts, representing more than 90 percent of the 
originally planted acreage, was retained for timber pro-
duction. 
However, II percent of the tracts were in such poor 
silvicultural condition, relative to commercial timber 
production, that they were judged to not warrant further 
retention. And 43 percent of the stands were in need of 
treatment within three to fi ve years to maintain a level of 
commercial productivity. 
Obviously, these stands do yield other benefits in 
terms of wildlife habitat, recreation and soil erosion 
control. 
Photo 2. A 1 5-year-old FIP Loblolly pine plantation In South Carolina 
receiving heavy hardwood competition of mostly sweetgum and 
maple. 
Purpose and objectives 
Plantations established under the first years of the 
FIP are now at least 15 years old. The Soil Bank Pro-
gram plantations inspected in earlier studies by Alig, 
Mills and Shackelford ( 1980) and the ACP plantations 
examined by Kurtz, Alig and Mills ( 1980) are 30 years 
old. 
To provide a continuous time-wise performance of 
the management of these plantations for application in 
future program evaluations, it is necessary that the plan-
tations be examined in the future. 
The examinations will provide additional in forma-
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tion relative to practice retention, maintenance and 
adjustment of intensive management regimes developed 
to perform economic analyses (Mills and Cain, 1979 
and Risbrudt and Ellefson, 1983). 
This study documents what has happened to the tree 
plantings established under these programs after the I 0-
year contracts expired. Specifically, the study looks at 
the extent of the retention of tree plantings, the condi-
tion of the trees and whether the long-term objectives of 
the programs were achieved. 
The information generated in this study is expected 
to have the following uses: 
• Redirect FIP and ACP efforts to correct any iden-
tified problems. 
• Adjust management regimes for future public 
assistance program evaluations. 
• Revise technical assistance efforts to improve 
landowner performance relative to practice retention 
and maintenance. 
• Identify and quantify the consequences of man-
agement practice applications on case stands. Determine 
the financial returns to management practices applied. 
And identify appropriate management strategies for the 
present time. 
• Provide an order-of-magnitude estimate of the 
carbon sequestration capacity of plantings established 
under the different programs. 
Overall, this study provides information relevant to 
forecasting the future use of tree-planted acres in the 
current CRP. In addition, it should be helpful in design-
ing future public forestry programs that encourage the 
use of trees to capture and store carbon to mitigate the 
global climate change. 
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Chapter 2. Methods 
Study area Table 1. Acres of trees planted, by state and region 
The study area included Forest Service Regions 5, 6 
and 8, and the Northeastern Area of State and Private 
Forestry. Information was accumulated by states, based 
on the geographic regions described as South, North and 
West identified in Moulton et al. ( 1993). 1 
Individual states within these broadly defined 
regions were selected for sampling, based on their repre-
sentation of the region and the degree of previous pro-
gram activity. The South included Mississippi, South 
Carolina and Georgia. The North included Missouri and 
Wisconsin. The West included Washington. For total 
acres planted by state and region for each of the three 
programs, see Table I. 
Other factors that influenced state selection were 
the willingness of the state forestry agency to assist in 
the study and the availability of program case records. 
While Soil Bank Program cases were included only in 
the three southern states, ACP and FIP cases were 
included in all states. 
State 
Georgia 
Mississippi 
S. Carolina 
Total South 
Missouri 
Wisconsin 
Total North 
Washington 
Total West 
Total 
United States 
Soil Bank ACP 
676,914 353,798 
64,680 199,534 
357,805 353,752 
1,922,604 2,354,093 
2,288 14,264 
28,042 227,012 
205,971 966,116 
4,143 52,286 
25,853 366,671 
2,154,428 3,686,880 
1 South - Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia. 
North - Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, West Virginia and Wisconsin. 
West - Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, North 
Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Washington and Wyoming. 
FIP 
240,996 
214,821 
201,031 
2,088,469 
12,321 
34,023 
175,580 
34,023 
79,454 
2,343,503 
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Sampling strategy 
The number of cases per state for each program was 
Sdetermined based on an 80 percent probability of accu-
rately estimating the retained acreage within a known 
percentage (K. Lowell, 1990. Personal correspondence 
on fil e in Columbia, Mo.). For each state sampled, 35 
cases were chosen for ACP and FIP, along with 30 cases 
for the Soil Bank Program. 
For the Soil Bank, based on cases observed in Alig 
et al. ( 1980), the program n=30 for each state the deter-
mined the following percentages, see Table 2. 
Table 2. Sampling, by Soil Bank Program 
Percentage of true value with an 
80 percent probability 
Georgia 9.2 
Mississ ippi 0.8 
S. Carolina 12.8 
All states 2.4 
Based on cases observed in Kurtz et al. (1980), we 
treated ACP and FIP as similar types of cases. For the 
program, n=35 for each state determined the following 
percentages, see Table 3. 
Table 3. Sampling, by ACP and FIP 
Percentage of true value with an 
80 percent probability 
Missouri 3.7 
Mississippi 6.9 
S. Carolina 5.9 
Wisconsin 4.8 
Pennsylvania 8.3 
All states 1.1 
Cases within individual states were stratified by 
geographic area within each sample state and by five-
year age class, roughly proportional to the age distribu-
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tion of plantations within the state. 
The ACP cases selected had been established in 
196 1 or later to correspond to the earlier study by Kurtz 
et al. ( 1980). Both FIP and Soil Bank cases represented 
the entire duration of the programs - FIP since late-
197 4 and Soil Bank for the period 1956 to 1961, see 
Tables 4 and 5. 
Table 4. A CP plantations by age 
Sampled ACP plantations, by age class 
Age 
class 
(years) MS GA sc MO WI 
0-5 5 I 2 I 0 
6- 10 17 6 14 6 2 
II - 15 9 15 12 3 3 
16-20 I 4 3 9 7 
2 1 - 25 0 5 2 9 3 
26 - 30 3 3 2 7 16 
3 1 or more 0 I 0 0 4 
Table 5. FIP plantations, by age 
Sampled FIP plantations, by age class 
Age 
WA 
0 
II 
21 
2 
I 
0 
0 
class MS sc GA MO WI WA (years) 
0 -5 5 0 2 12 4 
6 - 10 19 4 12 12 9 
II - 15 10 2 1 20 II 18 
16 or more I 10 I 0 4 
All cases were examined in the field by the same 
person to ensure consistency in measurements and to 
minimize differences that may lead to bias. Field work 
in each state was accomplished within three to five 
0 
18 
17 
0 
weeks, see Table 6. 
Table 6. Schedule of sampling periods 
State Sampling period 
Missouri Oct. 4 to Oct. 29, 1990 
Wisconsin Nov. 24 to Dec. 19, 1990 
Mississippi Jan. 17 to Feb. 24, 1991 
Georgia Feb. 28 to March 23, 1991 
S. Carolina March 27 to April 27, 1991 
Washington June 11 to July 12, 1991 
Case selection 
Cases were selected at random from the files of 
state service foresters. To satisfy the stratification crite-
ria, we chose locations that had been previously identi-
fied as having sufficient past program activity. All files 
- active and inactive - were included in the sample. 
Local Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Ser-
vice (ASCS) and Soil Conservation Service (SCS) dis-
trict offices were contacted to ensure a complete 
sampling frame. 
Additional cases were chosen at random at each 
office to provide replacements if the initial case could 
not be located in the field or it was determined that the 
planting had not been made for wood production. 
Information gathering 
A reasonable effort was made to inform any resi-
dent landowner of the purpose of the visit before enter-
ing the tract. No attempt was made to extract any 
information from the landowner. The only information 
gathered was that available from state forestry depart-
ment, ASCS or SCS records and field observation notes. 
Furthermore, in the interest of privacy, no information 
was used or will be retained that contains an owner's 
name or legal property description that would permit 
identification of a specific tract. 
General and descriptive nature data relative to the 
programs was accumulated for the time period repre-
sented by the cases. This permitted further discussion 
and interpretation of findings. Also, information was 
collected concerning area stumpage markets at the time 
of planting, during the interim and at the present. This 
information was used to examine the effect plantation 
development and use. 
Methods 
Photo 3. A 2o-year-old ACP shortleaf pine plantation in Bollinger 
County, Missouri. 
Information obtained 
For each site, the observer was provided with a data 
recording form, field tally sheet and accompanying field 
instructions. The following specific information was 
gathered for each site: 
• Location (state and county). 
• Original applicant (age, principal occupation, resi-
dence and acreage owned). 
• Current owner (residence and principal occupa-
tion), if tract ownership transferred. 
• Tract management plan (tract size change, land 
use preceding treatment, adjacent land use, forest type 
and stand size, site index, site species, physiographic 
class, slope class, terrain, accessibility, wildlife evidence 
and mill location influence). 
• Original practice (year applied, total acreage 
planted, type of site preparation and previous stand 
removal. By species planted: species, acres, planting/ 
seeding rate, method, underplanting, seed/seedling qual-
ity/source and planter). 
• Retention (acreage, land use of non-retained por-
tions and reason for failure) . 
• Subsequent timber management activity: 
a) Replanting (age, acres and species) 
b) Precommercial thinning (age, acres and BA (vol-
ume) removed) 
c) Hardwood control (age, acres, BA removed) 
d) Pruning (age and acres) 
e) Commercial thinning (age, acres, BA removed 
and product) 
f) Final harvest (age, acres, type, volume, product 
and post-harvest vegetation/use). 
• Conifer component. (By species: density, basal 
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area, average diameter, percent BA in dominant and co-
dominant crown position and retention condition class.) 
(This is based on condition classes developed in Kurtz 
et al. 1980. For those species not included in the preced-
ing, reference retention condition class criteria were 
developed from management literature and discussions 
with knowledgeable individuals) . 
• Hardwood component. (By species: density, basal 
area, average diameter, apparent age, percent BA in 
dominant and co-dominant crown position and suppres-
sion evidence.) 
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Chapter 3. Results 
General description 
A total of 510 cases representing 16,772 planted 
acres were examined during the course of the field eval-
uation. The total acres planted and mean tract size for 
cases in each of the sample states is shown in Table 7. 
Tracts planted under the Soil Bank Program and 
FIP tended to be larger in area than those established 
under ACP. In large part, the Soil Bank plantings are of 
greater mean area because during the period in which 
the program was active, a bonus was given if a partici-
pant would enroll a whole farm. 
In addition, the I 0 years of annual rental payments 
for the Soil Bank encouraged more land to be enrolled 
and increased average plantation size. 
FIP plantings have been enrolled with a 1 0-acre 
minimum tract size. Conversely, ACP was designed to 
encourage tree plantings on small areas to stabilize the 
soil. 
Tracts planted in the South under the programs 
were larger than those in other states. With few excep-
tions, the mean case tract size of the sampled tract was 
larger than the mean statewide tract size for the pro-
grams and states derived from data, see Table 8. 
Table 7. Total acres planted and mean tract size, by state 
Case area planted Mean case tract size 
State Soil Bank ACP FIP Soil Bank A
CP FIP 
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) 
Georgia 2,342 819 1,653 78. 1 23.4 47.2 
Mississippi 1,276 613 1,813 42.5 17.5 51.8 
S. Carolina 1,549 907 1,742 54.0 25.9 49.8 
Missouri 395 1,175 --- 11.3 33.6 ---
Wisconsin 
---
520 454 --- 14.8 13.0 
Washington 
---
438 1,076 --- 12.5 30.7 
Total/Mean 5,167 3,692 7,913 58.2 17.6 37.7 
Note: For more detail on a state basis, see Appendix Table B I. 
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FIP was the only program with rather complete 
data. The southern states had not only the greatest num-
ber of farm units receiving cost-sharing assistance, but 
also the greatest amount of acreage being planted. This 
results in establishing the largest mean planting size. 
Table 8. Mean statewide planting size 
State 
Soil 
ACP2 FIP3 Bank1 
Georgia 43.6 27.2 44.2 
Mississippi 55.3 10.0 39.5 
S. Carolina 58.3 22. 1 36.7 
Missouri --- 5.3 23.6 
Wisconsin --- 4.8 8.5 
Washington --- 17.8 32.9 
Source: USDA Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service (ASCS), Washington, D.C. 
1 From Alig et al., 1980. 
2From Kurtz et al., 1980, (1961 -1968) and USDA 
ASCS, ( 1986-1988). 
3!976 excluded because number of farms was not 
available. 
Retention characteristics 
A total of 430 cases, representing 84.5 percent of 
the total cases examined for all three programs, were 
retained to some degree, see Appendix Table B I . 
The term "retained" means all or some of the acre-
age originally planted to conifer species remains in that 
species. As applied to individual case tracts, the term 
"complete retention" means all acres originally planted 
on the tract remain in trees. "Partial retention" means 
not all of the acres originally planted remain in trees. 
As expected because of younger plantation ages, 
the greatest proportion of cases with originally planted 
acreage retained was in FIP with 95.7 percent, followed 
by ACP with 87 .I percent and the Soil Bank Program 
with only 51.1 percent, see Table 9. The majority of the 
ACP and FIP cases examined were completely retained 
in contrast to partial retention, see Appendix Tables 
B3.A, B3.B, B4.A and B4.B. 
The exception is the Soil Bank, where a slightly 
greater proportion were only partially retained, see 
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Table 9. Case retention, by program 
Completely Partially Nonretained 
retained retained 
Program number percent number percent number percent 
Soil 20 22.2 26 28.9 44 
Bank 
ACP 155 73.8 28 13.3 27 
FIP 177 84.3 24 11.4 
Case retention under FIP is comparable to that 
reported for ACP earlier by Kurtz et a!. ( 1980). The 
ACP case retention is 8 percent lower than reported by 
Kurtz et a!. (1980). The comparability of retention rates 
of the more recent FIP and, possibly, the earlier ACP is 
attributed to program emphasis and maturity. 
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Regional differences in retention rates within pro-
grams are negligible. Retention under the Soil Bank is 
20 percent less than reported for the Soil Bank by Alig 
et a!. ( 1980). This is largely because the plantings estab-
lished under the program have reached maturity and 
many have been harvested. 
Retained acres represent 76.4 percent of all planted 
acres, see Appendix Table B I. Overall acreage reten-
tion, like case retention, was highest for FIP and lowest 
for the Soil Bank. The greatest proportion of retained 
acres in all three programs was in completely retained 
cases, particularly ACP and FIP, see Table 10. 
Table 10. Acreage retention, by program 
Complete Partial 
48.9 
12.9 
4.3 
Total 
retention retention retention 
Program acres percent1 acres 
Soil Bank 1226.7 56.3 953.8 
ACP 2759.5 87.9 378.8 
FIP 6932.0 92.4 57 1.0 
1 Based on total acreage from retained cases, 
by program. 
2Based on total acreage planted, by program. 
percent2 percent3 
43.7 42.2 
12.1 85.0 
7.6 94.8 
Soil Bank Program 
More than 42 percent of the originally planted acre-
age remained in trees, while 51 percent of the cases had 
retained acreage, see Appendix Table B I. To some 
extent, this suggests the cases that are retained are those 
with the smallest originally planted acreage. 
But, this applies to Georgia only. In both Missis-
sippi and South Carolina, mean case size for retained 
cases was greater than for nonretained cases. The great-
est proportion of cases with retained acreage was in 
South Carolina, followed by Mississippi and Georgia, 
see Appendix Tables B3.S and B4.S. In slight contrast, 
Mississippi had the greatest proportion of planted acre-
age retained, followed by South Carolina and Georgia. 
Agricultural Conservation Program 
Most (85 percent) of the originally planted acreage 
remains in trees. Only 13 percent of the cases have no 
retained acreage, see Appendix Table B I. In contrast to 
the Soil Bank Program, this similarity in retention mea-
sures is due to differences in program maturity. 
Washington, Georgia and Mississippi all had quite 
high proportions of retained acreage (90 percent or 
greater). Missouri, South Carolina and Wisconsin had 
somewhat lower rates. These differences probably are 
due to sampling. 
Forestry Incentives Program 
Of the originally planted acreage, 95 percent 
remains in trees, see Appendix Table B I. Likewise, only 
4 percent of the sample cases contain no retained acre-
age. Obviously, such high retention rates are due to pro-
gram viability. The proportion of retained acreage in all 
states was more than 90 percent, except in Wisconsin. 
While more than 50 percent of the overall acreage 
originally planted to trees was in forest, that proportion 
now stands at 89.5 percent, see Table II . While 71 per-
cent of this forest acreage is in the originally established 
plantation, the other 19 percent is either a replanted 
stand (15 percent) or a volunteer stand (4 percent). 
Before the conversion to trees, 97 percent of the 
Soil Bank Program land was in old fields and cropland. 
For ACP, 22 percent was formerly in old fields and 18 
percent was in pasture. 
Nearly 80 percent of the agricultural land under the 
S~il Bank remains in trees. This consists of 35 percent 
still in the original planting and another 45 percent that 
either has been replanted to trees ( 41 percent) or that has 
reverted naturally (4 percent). Some 13 percent of the 
harvested Soil Bank tracts now are in residential, indus-
trial or commercial use. 
While this phenomena is somewhat noticeable with 
Results 
the ACP cases, it has not emerged with FIP cases. Over 
76 percent of the ACP case tracts are in the original 
planting and another 12 percent either have been 
replanted to trees (2 percent) or have reverted naturally 
(I 0 percent). 
Interestingly for the FIP, only 9 percent of the land 
was in old fields and the bulk of the remaining acreage 
was in forestry (83 percent). Most of this land remains 
in the original plantings. 
Photo 4. A 13-year-old Shortleaf pine plantation In Missouri that was 
established under FIP. 
Condition characteristics 
The distribution of cases, by program and condition 
class by degree of retention on a state basis, is contained 
in Appendix Tables B2.S., B2.A. and B2.F. 
Five general silvicultural condition classes were 
identified, based on earlier work by Kurtz et a!. ( 1980b ). 
Within each sample case, retained acreage was labeled: 
I) Do not retain - low conifer stocking. 
2) Do not retain - high hardwood stocking. 
3) Retain - treat within three years, high conifer 
stocking. 
4) Retain - treat within three years, high hard-
wood stocking. 
5) Retain - do not treat within five years. 
These classes were developed on the basis of eco-
nomic aspects of managing the stands for commercial 
stumpage production. The evaluation has been based on 
the original planting in terms of its value for softwood 
production. 
Nonetheless, stands with a substantial hardwood 
component may serve useful functions in keeping mar-
ginal agricultural land out of crop production, as well as 
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Table 11. Land use changes: Original use and current use (percent of acres), 
by program 
Land use Original Present (percent) (percent) 
Soil Bank 
Old field/cropland 97.5 2.5 
Pasture 2.5 5.2 
Forest 0.0 ---
Retained --- 35.0 
Nonretained 44.6 
(Replanted) (40.8) 
(Natural) (3.8) 
CommerciaVresidential/industrial/undetermined 1 0.0 12.7 
Total 100.0 100.0 
ACP 
Old field/cropland 24.7 2.2 
Pasture 17.6 2.6 
Forest 53.6 ---
Retained --- 76.4 
Nonretained --- 12.4 
(Replanted) (2.4) 
(Natural) (10.0) 
CommerciaVresidentiaVindustrial/undetermined1 4.1 6.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 
1 The category "Undetermined" applies primarily to original use. 
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Table 11 (continued). Land use changes: Original use and current use (percent of acres), 
by program 
Land use Original Present (percent) (percent) 
FIP 
Old field/cropland 9.8 0.2 
Pasture 6.0 2.6 
Forest 82.8 ---
Retained 
--- 91.5 
Nonretained 
--- 4.7 
(Replanted) ( ---) 
(Natural) (4.7) 
CommerciaVresidentiaVindustriaVundetermined 1 1.4 1.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 
All Programs 
Old field/cropland 40.1 1.3 
Pasture 7.5 3.4 
Forest 50.9 ---
Retained --- 70.8 
Nonretained --- 18.7 
(Replanted) (14.7) 
(Natural) (4.0) 
CommerciaVresidential/industrial/undetermined 1 1.6 5.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 
1 The category "Undetermined" applies primarily to original use. 
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sequestering carbon. In addition, as hardwood markets 
develop in some areas, the value of the stands for hard-
wood stumpage production may increase substantially. 
The greatest proportion of cases sampled in the Soil 
Bank Program were in class 5. This may be attributed to 
program maturity, where a large number of the plantings 
were harvested. As expected for both ACP and FIP, the 
largest proportion of sample cases was in class 4, due to 
hardwood species invasion. 
However, for both ACP and FIP, a substantial num-
ber of cases were found in class 5. The lowest propor-
tion of all classes for all programs was in classes I and 2 
(do not retain), which to some extent might be consid-
ered an indication of program ineffectiveness. 
Soil Bank Program 
The greatest proportion of cases, planted acres and 
retained acres of retained sample cases were found in 
class 5. Few cases were in class I and none in class 2. 
To some degree, this attests to the success of the 
Soil Bank Program format. Some 24 percent of the sam-
ple cases were in class 3, with 50 percent of them in 
Georgia. This indicates some conifer release is needed 
to achieve greater stand productivity, see Table 12. 
Agricultural Conservation Program 
Under ACP, the greatest proportion of cases (44.3 
percent) and retained acres (45.6 percent) were in class 
4. Somewhat lower proportions of cases (36.6 percent) 
and acres (41.0 percent) were found in class 5. Few 
cases were found in classes I and 2. These proportions 
reflect more favorably on program performance than the 
findings reported in Kurtz et al. ( 1980), who found 
much larger proportions of cases in classes 1 and 2 
(non-retention). 
To some extent, the differences might be attribut-
able to sampling problems associated with lack of a 
requirement to maintain case records past five years 
leading to a bias of service forester files towards 
actively maintained plantations. 
Washington contained the greatest proportion of 
cases in class 4. Mississippi, South Carolina and Geor-
gia similarly had relatively high proportions of cases in 
class 4. The largest number of cases in class 5 were 
found in Wisconsin and the smallest numbers were in 
Washington. The only state with a high incidence of 
cases in class 3 (high softwood stocking) was Missouri 
with 41 percent of the cases (attributable to some degree 
to direct seeding). The possibility also exists that some 
stands not in this class have been treated to alleviate 
high softwood stocking or simply have outgrown such 
problems noted in the earlier study and are now in a 
more desirable condition class. Regional patterns of 
case condition could not be discerned with any certainty, 
see Table 13. 
Forestry Incentives Program 
The greatest number of cases sampled (63 percent) 
were in class 4 (high hardwood stocking). This was 
expected, since no plantings examined were greater than 
15 years old and were in need of intermediate release 
from hardwood competition. This finding was relatively 
consistent with that reported for ACP by Kurtz et al. 
( 1980) and by Kingsley and Mayer ( 1972) for similar-
aged plantings in the northeastern region. 
Sample cases in this class were found in the major-
ity in all states, except Wisconsin. The next largest 
group of cases were in class 5. The preponderance (59 
percent) were located in Wisconsin and Georgia. Few 
plantings were found in classes I, 2 and 3. 
Washington (85 percent) and Mississippi (88 per-
Table 12. Condition class summary (Soil Bank Program) 
Condition Cases Planted Retained 
class (number) (percent) (acres) (percent) (acres) (percent) 
1 l.O 2.2 44.0 1.5 5.0 0.2 
2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
3 11.0 23.9 734.5 25.2 422.1 20.3 
4 1.0 8.7 306.0 10.5 261 .0 12.0 
5 30.0 65 .2 1825.2 62.7 1472.4 67.5 
Total 46.0 100.0 2909.7 100.0 2180.5 100.0 
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cent) contained the greatest number of plantings in class 
4 (high hardwood stocking). This was followed by 
South Carolina, Missouri and Georgia. The anomaly 
was Wisconsin, where only 6 percent of the sample 
cases were class 4. This probably is due to the high aver-
age planting rate for the state. Interestingly, in Wiscon-
sin 91 percent of the sample cases were placed in class 
5. In sharp contrast, Mississippi had no sample cases in 
class 5, see Table 14. 
Practice characteristics 
The mean age of sampled tracts varied, according 
to program maturity. As expected, the Soil Bank Pro-
gram cases were the oldest and the FIP cases were the 
most recently planted, see Appendix Tables C l.S, C l .A 
and C l .F. Overall, the largest mean acreages established 
were under the Soil Bank and the least were under ACP. 
. Species planted and planting rates differed, accord-
mg to region. Loblolly and Slash pines were the pre-
dominate species planted in the southern states. Mostly 
Table 13. Condition class summary (ACP) 
Condition Cases 
Results 
Shortleaf and White pines were planted in the lower 
Midwest. Red and White pines and White spruce were 
planted in the upper midwestern states. Douglas fir, Pon-
derosa pine and Western hemlock were predominate in 
the West. 
The highest density planting rates were found in the 
South and the upper Midwest. The lowest density was in 
the West. Direct seeding was found to have some preva-
lence in Missouri only. Site preparation of some form, 
and generally of several forms per tract, was applied to 
most sample cases before planting. In many cases, age 
and lack of complete records on the older sample cases 
hampered an accurate appraisal. 
Soil Bank Program 
Mean age of all sample cases examined for the Soil 
Bank Program was quite similar at 32 to 33 years, see 
Table 15. This was expected, since the program had an 
enrollment life of only five years. Interestingly, a sub-
stantial range in tract size was found, see Appendix 
Table C2.S. The smallest mean acreage planted was 
Planted Retained 
class (number) (percent) (acres) (percent) (acres) (percent) 
I 7.0 3.8 54.0 1.6 33.0 l.l 
2 4.0 2.2 119.0 3.6 92.5 2.9 
3 24.0 13.1 344.4 10.4 295.1 9.4 
4 81.0 44.3 1467.9 44.5 1430.4 45.6 
5 67.0 36.6 1313.3 39.8 1287.3 41.0 
Table 14. Condition class summary (FIP) 
Condition Cases Planted Retained 
class (number) (percent) (acres) (percent) (acres) (percent) 
1 5.0 2.5 148.0 1.9 144.0 1.9 
2 5.0 2.5 172.0 2.2 164.0 2.2 
3 14.0 7.0 513.2 6.7 492.2 6.6 
4 126.0 62.7 5654.0 73 .5 5565.0 74.2 
5 51.0 25.4 1206.8 15.7 1137.8 15.2 
Total 201.0 100.0 7694.0 100.0 7503 .0 100.0 
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Table 15. Original tract size, age, species, composition and practice application, by 
state (Soil Bank Program) 
State Age Acres Predominant Planting rate 1 
Site 
(years) planted species (pounds/acre) preparation 
Georgia 33.5 78.1 Slash pine- 21 861.0 Burn 
(1.6) (72.1) Loblolly pine - 9 (159.5) Other 
Mississippi 32.9 42.5 Loblolly pine - 24 970.0 Burn 
(3.0) (55.7) Slash pine - 4 (87.7) Other 
S. Carolina 32.3 51.6 Loblolly pine - 19 912.0 Burn 
(1.7) (41.2) Slash pine - 11 (120.Q) Other 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
1 One tract in Mississippi was direct seeded. 
recorded in Mississippi (42 acres), while the greatest 
was nearly twice as large in Georgia (78 acres). With the 
exception of Mississippi, these mean tract sizes are 
somewhat larger than those reported by Alig et a!. 
( 1980). This implies the smaller tracts were harvested. 
Loblolly and Slash pines were the predominate spe-
cies planted. Mean planting rate varied from a low of 
861 trees per acre (TPA) in Georgia to 970 TPA in Mis-
sissippi. Most tracts were planted at rates exceeding 700 
TPA, see Appendix Table C3.S. Only one tract in South 
Carolina was direct seeded. 
It was felt that site preparation took place on most 
sample tracts before planting. While the actual form was 
difficult to discern, in Georgia injection was felt to be 
most commonly used. A combination of disking and 
burning was most common in Mississippi and South 
Carolina, see Appendix Table C4.S. 
Photo 5. A 20-year-old ACP Loblolly pine plantation In Mississippi 
that had been thinned recently. 
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Agricultural Conservation Program 
Sample case age varied considerably, from a low of 
11 years in Mississippi to 25 years in Wisconsin, see 
Table 16. The majority of tracts sampled was in the 
range of six to 15 years, with the exception of Missouri 
and Wisconsin where tracts in the age brackets of 16 to 
20 years and 26 to 30 years were most heavily sampled, 
see Appendix Table C I.A. 
This variation is due to case sampling procedures 
and recordkeeping policies that possibly bias case exist-
ence awareness toward the more recently established 
cases. On average, mean tract age of sample tracts is 
somewhat greater than reported earlier by Kurtz et a!. 
( 1980), which would indicate inclusion of more inter-
mediate aged cases in this sample. 
Also, sample case tract size was found to cover a 
rather wide range, from a low of 11 acres in Missouri to 
a high of 26 acres in South Carolina. Most of the tracts 
sampled were 25 acres or less, with the exception of 
Georgia and South Carolina where the largest grouping 
of tracts was 26 to 50 acres, see Appendix Table C2.A. 
However, the order of magnitude of this variation 
is consistent with that reported by Kurtz et a!. ( 1980). 
Although, this might indicate that more recently planted 
cases tend to be somewhat larger in size - a move 
towards greater efficiency. 
The predominate species planted conform to silvi-
cultural recommendations for each region, see Table 16. 
Likewise, they are consistent with the species reported 
by Kurtz et a!. ( 1980). Planting rates ranged from a low 
of 482 TPA in Washington to 969 TPA in Wisconsin. 
The distribution of case tracts by planting rates, by state, 
mirrors these mean differences, see Appendix Table 
C3.A. 
-Table 16. Original tract size, age, species, composition and practice application, by 
state (ACP) 
Age Acres Predominant Planting rate1 Site 
Results 
State (years) planted species (pounds/acre) preparation 
Georgia 12.5 23.4 Loblolly pine- 21 640.0 Doze/rake 
(6.1) (22.5) Slash pine - 13 (106.9) Windrow 
Longleaf pine - 1 Bed 
Mississippi 10.5 17.5 Loblolly pine - 34 769.0 Injection 
(6.6) (15.7) Slash pine - 1 (64.6) Burn 
Missouri 18.9 11.3 Shortleaf pine - 32 621.0 Burn 
(6.8) (11.6) Loblolly pine - 3 (401.5) Spray 
S. Carolina 15 .7 25.9 Loblolly pine - 31 761.0 Doze/rake 
(6.8) (20.7) Slash pine - 4 (82.9) Windrow 
Burn 
Other 
Washington 12.5 12.5 Douglas fir - 31 483.0 Spray 
(3.5) (13.7) Ponderosa pine - 4 (141.5) Disk 
Doze/rake 
Wisconsin 23.5 14.8 Red pine- 33 969.0 Spray 
(6.8) (13.2) White spruce - 2 (120.6) Other 
Note: Number in parenthesis is standard deviation. 
1 Nine tracts in Missouri and three tracts in Washington were direct seed. 
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On the whole, these mean rates are considerably 
less than those reported by Kurtz et al. ( 1980), reflecting 
the more current philosophy of lower planting rates . 
Direct seeding was found on nine sample tracts in Mis-
souri and three tracts in Washington. Site preparation, 
consisting of one to several practices, was applied on 
most tracts. But as previously stated, the actual type of 
preparation was difficult to determine. 
Some regional differences in site preparation prac-
tices were recorded. In South Carolina and Georgia, 
dozing and raking into windrows was most predomi-
nate. Only in Mississippi was chemical injection of 
unwanted stems prevalent. In Missouri , burning was 
most frequently found. And in the two northernmost 
states, Wisconsin and Washington, chemical spraying 
was found most often, see Appendix Table C4.A. 
Forestry Incentives Program 
Mean age of sample cases ranged from a low of 
eight years in Missouri to 13 years in South Carolina, 
see Table 17. The greatest number of cases sampled 
were in the range of six to 15 years. Exceptions were in 
Missouri, where one-third of the cases sampled were 
five years old and less; and in South Carolina, where 
one-third of the cases were in the 16- to 20-year range, 
see Appendix Table C l.F. This is somewhat comparable 
to the range in ages of sample case tracts examined by 
Kurtz et al. ( 1980). 
Mean acreage planted varied considerably with the 
smallest mean case tract size being in Wisconsin ( 13 
acres) and all other states having mean case tract sizes 
greater than 30 acres. 
The mean FIP case tract size for all states was at 
least twice the mean ACP case tract size, with the excep-
tion of Wisconsin. This is due in large part to differences 
in program stipulations regarding tract, plantation and 
participant characteristics, as well as the extent of cost 
sharing assistance. 
Furthermore, the recognized tract size efficiencies, 
because of the significant timber production emphasis of 
FIP, may have some influence on program differences . 
In Georgia, Mississippi, Missouri and South Carolina, 
the greatest numbers of case tracts were in the 26- to 50-
acre size bracket, while in Washington and Wisconsin, 
most cases were in the 11 - to 25-acre size category, see 
Appendix Table C2.F. 
The predominate species planted are consistent 
with those planted under ACP. Likewise, these are in 
conformation with silvicultural recommendations for 
the regions, see Table 17. 
The state mean planting rates also are comparable 
to those recorded under ACP, with the exception of Mis-
souri that was substantially greater. This difference, in 
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part, can be attributed to the fact that 30 of the 35 tracts 
examined in Missouri had been direct seeded. Two 
tracts in Mississippi also had been direct seeded. In 
Georgia, Mississippi, South Carolina and Wisconsin, the 
majority of the tracts were in the range of 50 I to 900 
TPA. In Washington, planting rates were a low of 500 
TPA or less, see Appendix Table C3 .F. 
Site preparation, consisting of one or more prac-
tices, was applied to all case tracts examined. In most 
states, a combination of practices was found to be the 
norm. Although in Georgia and South Carolina, wind-
rowing was found to be common. In Mississippi, injec-
tion was found to a large extent, see Appendix Table 
C4.F. 
Ownership characteristics 
Personal characteristics of both original and current 
owners are presented for the three programs, see Tables 
18, 19 and 20. The accuracy of these data as presented is 
tempered by the fact that they were not collected from 
the specific individuals, but from records, secondary 
sources and personal observation when requesting per-
mission to examine a given planting. 
Mean age of original owners varied little between 
programs, with most participants being 45 to 55 years 
old. More than 40 percent of the original applicants who 
participated in the Soil Bank Program were farmers and 
had their primary residence on the farm. 
In sharp contrast, both ACP and FIP, only 20 per-
cent of the original applicants were farmers . The greater 
proportion of original applicants under ACP (26 per-
cent) lived on the farm than FlP, where only 20 percent 
were on-farm residents. 
As expected, property ownership changed with 
time. The largest proportion was found for the Soil Bank 
Program, where 58 percent of the tracts had undergone 
ownership change. This was followed by ACP (32 per-
cent) and FIP (17.6 percent). In all cases, the proportion 
of current owners of tracts who are non-farmers 
increased slightly, as did the proportion of off-farm resi-
dent owners. 
Interestingly, most of the transferred tracts were 
retained in forestry use and were in reasonably good 
condition. Estimates of mean total acreage owned by the 
state within the programs varied considerably, as 
expected. Less variation was apparent within the Soil 
Bank than in either ACP or FIP. 
Soil Bank Program 
Mean age of original applicants varied from a low 
of 45 years in Mississippi to 53 years in South Carolina, 
Table 17. Original tract size, age, species, composition and practice application, by 
state (FIP) 
State Age Acres Predominant Planting rate' Site (years) planted spectes (pounds/acre) preparation 
Georgia 11.1 47.2 Loblolly pine - 19 661.0 Doze/rake 
(2.6) (27.9) Slash pine- 15 (63.1) Windrow 
Longleaf pine - I Bum 
Bed 
Mississippi 9.2 51.8 Loblolly pine - 35 767.0 Injection 
(3.3) (42.4) (140.8) Bum 
Missouri 8.5 33.6 Shortleaf pine - 33 827.0 Bum 
(4.2) (23.4) Loblolly pine - 2 (223.4) Spray 
S. Carolina 13.7 49.8 Loblolly pine- 35 726.0 Doze/rake 
(2.4) (31.1) (51 .8) Windrow 
Burn 
Other 
Washington 10.9 30.7 Douglas fir - 35 469.0 Doze/rake 
(1 .8) (22.1) (125.7) Burn 
Other 
Wisconsin 11.2 13.0 Red pine- 32 928.0 Spray 
(3.8) (4.2) White pine - I (95.5) Other 
White spruce - 2 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
'T . wo cases m Mississippi and 30 cases in Missouri were direct seeded. 
Results 
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Table 18. Ownership characteristics, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Original applicant 
Occupation Residence 
Farmer Non- Farm Off-
State Age (number) farmer (number) farm Acres (years) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 46.3 16.0 14.0 17.0 13.0 364.4 
(12.3) 53.3 46.7 56.7 43.3 (621.2) 
Mississippi 45.8 13.0 17.0 12.0 18.0 267.8 
(8.4) 43.3 56.7 40.0 60.0 (396.0) 
S. Carolina 53.4 10.0 20.0 9.0 21.0 279.6 
(8.9) 33.3 66.7 30.0 70.0 (389.3) 
. . Note: Number m parentheses IS standard deviation . 
Ownership 
transfer 
(number) 
(percent) 
16.0 
53.3 
Current owner 
Residence Occupation 
Farm Off- Farmer Non-
(number) farm (number) farmer 
(percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (percent) 
3.0 13.0 3.0 13.0 
18.8 81.2 18.8 81.3 
JJ (1) 
(/) 
c 
&f 
Table 19. Ownership characteristics, by state (ACP) 
Original applicant Current owner 
Occupation Residence Residence Occupation 
Farmer Non- Farm Off- Ownership Farm Off- Farmer Non-
State Age (number) farmer (number) farm Acres transfer (number) farm (number) farmer (years) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 50.4 13.0 22.0 14.0 21.0 311.1 8.0 1.0 7.0 2.0 6 
(10.5) 37.1 62.9 40.0 60.0 (394.9) 22.9 12.5 87.5 25 .0 75 .0 
Mississippi 50.6 5.0 30.0 7.0 28.0 100.7 6.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 6 
(11.5) 14.3 85 .7 20.0 80.0 (91.4) 17.1 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 
Missouri 48.5 11.0 24.0 8.0 27.0 318.6 17.0 3.0 14.0 2.0 15 
(7.3) 31.4 68 .6 22.9 77.1 (386.4) 48.6 17.6 82.4 11.8 88.2 
S. Carolina 53.4 5.0 30.0 7.0 28.0 495 .1 14.0 1.0 13.0 1.0 13 
(11.2) 14.3 85 .7 20.0 80.0 (I ,428.6) 40.0 7.1 92.9 7.1 92.9 
Washington 48.4 8.0 27.0 9.0 26.0 102.0 11.0 2.0 9.0 2.0 9 
(9.5) 22.9 77.1 25.74 74.3 (81 .9) 31.4 81.8 81.8 18.2 81.8 
Wisconsin 44.7 11.0 24.0 10.0 25.0 106.1 13.0 4.0 9.0 3.0 10 
(7.8) 31.4 68.6 28.6 71.4 (75.1) 37.1 30.8 69.2 23.1 76.96 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
Table 20. Ownership characteristics, by state (FIP) 
Original applicant 
Occupation Residence 
Farmer Non- Farm Off-
State Age (number) farmer (number) farm (years) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 52.9 15.0 20.0 12.0 23.0 
(10.7) 42.9 57.1 34.3 65.7 
Mississippi 49.2 8.0 27.0 7.0 28.0 
(13.0) 22.9 77.1 20.0 80.0 
Missouri 50.3 4.0 31.0 7.0 28.0 
(7.1) 11.4 88.6 20.0 80.0 
S. Carolina 55.2 7.0 28.0 4.0 31.0 
(10.2) 20.0 80.0 11.4 88.6 
Washington 48.8 6.0 29.0 8.0 27.0 
(6.9) 17.1 82.9 22.9 77.1 
Wisconsin 46.4 9.0 26.0 5.0 30.0 
(7.7) 25.7 74.3 14.3 85.7 
Note: Number in parentheses os standard deviation. 
Ownership 
Acres Transfer 
(number) 
(percent) 
579.5 4.0 
(795.9) 11.4 
188.8 4.0 
(114.8) 11.4 
513.3 4.0 
(613.1) 11.4 
342.4 8.0 
(668.9) 22.9 
119.5 5.0 
(153.1) 14.3 
190.4 12.0 
(284.8) 34.3 
Current owner 
Residence Occupation 
Farm Off- Farmer Non-
(number) farm (number) farmer 
(percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (percent) 
0.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 
0.0 100.0 25.0 75.0 
0.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 
0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 
2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 
0.0 8.0 0.0 8.0 
0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 
3.0 2.0 0.0 5.0 
60.0 40.0 0.0 100.0 
2.0 10.0 1.0 11.0 
16.7 83.3 8.3 91.7 
JJ 
(!) 
(/) 
c: 
ff 
see Table 18. Most of the applicants (57 percent) were 
non-farmers, with the largest proportion in South Caro-
lina and the smallest in Georgia. Off-farm residence was 
almost directly related to the original applicant's non-
farm occupation. 
More than 50 percent of the sample tracts in all 
three states had changed ownership, with a maximum of 
70 percent in South Carolina. For those tracts that had 
undergone an ownership change, 91 percent were sold 
to non-farmers, see Appendix TableD l .S. 
Respective mean tract size of the transferred tracts 
was slightly smaller than mean overall tract size. Hence, 
size probably was not an overriding influence, see 
Appendix Table D2.S. Interestingly, more than 50 per-
cent of the transferred tracts in Georgia and Mississ ippi 
and 25 percent of the tracts in South Carolina had been 
converted to non-forestry use. The condition of those 
tracts remaining in forestry was overall quite good, with 
the greatest proportion in class 5. 
Agricultural Conservation Program 
Mean age, by state, of the original applicants in the 
ACP ranged from a low of 44 years in Wisconsin to 53 
years in South Carolina, see Table 19. This range is 
somewhat more broad than that reported for the ACP 
Participants in the earlier study by Kurtz et al. ( 1980). 
Some 75 percent of the original applicants were 
classed as non-farmers, ranging from a low of 62 per-
cent in Georgia to 85 percent in South Carolina. This is 
consistent with the proportion reported by Kurtz et al. 
( 1980). 
One-third of the sample tracts had an ownership 
change following practice establishment, which is 
somewhat greater overall than that reported for the ACP 
tracts by Kurtz et al. ( 1980). This difference can be 
attributed to the slightly greater age of the tracts 
included in this study. 
The least number of tracts undergoing ownership 
transfer was in Mississippi ( 17 percent). The largest 
number was in Missouri (48 percent). Some 59 percent 
of the current owners of the tracts that were transferred 
were classed as non-farmers not living on a farm (86 
percent), see Appendix Table D I.A. Interestingly, this 
proportion is substantially lower than that reported in 
the earlier ACP study (Kurtz et al., 1980). 
While this is felt to not have any significant mean-
ing, it could be broadly interpreted to imply that the 
more recent agricultural programs tend to keep land in 
farms . 
Mean tract size of transferred tracts was slightly 
larger than the overall average tract size at establish-
ment. Further, a preponderance of transferred tracts still 
were in forestry. For those tracts, most were in condition 
Results 
classes 4 or 5. Hence, they were considered to be in rel-
atively good condition, see Appendix Table D2.A. 
Forestry Incentives Program 
The mean age of original applicants on a state basis 
ranged from a low of 46 years in Wisconsin to 55 years 
in South Carolina, see Table 20. This is a slightly older 
group than found for the ACP original applicants. Con-
sistent with other program study groups, however, a pre-
ponderance of the owners were not farmers nor did they 
tend to live on farms. 
Only 17 percent of the tracts included for FIP had 
undergone a transfer of ownership. This was the small-
est proportion of any program group. As stated earlier, 
this can be attributed to the relatively young age of the 
program. Only 17 percent of the tracts that were trans~ 
ferred went from a farmer to a non-farmer, see Appendix 
Table D !.F. Some 90 percent of the current owners have 
non-farming occupations and do not live on farms . This 
is a greater proportion than found for the same group in 
the other programs, but it is consistent with that reported 
for ACP in the earlier study by Kurtz et al. ( 1980) 
On the whole, mean tract size of transferred tracts 
was slightly larger than the mean size of originally 
planted tracts. Further, the majority of transferred tracts 
remained in forestry use. Overall, the condition of the 
retained tracts was quite good, with most tracts in 
classes 4 or 5, see Appendix Table D2.F. 
Tract characteristics 
Various physical characteristics of the tracts were 
measured or observed to determine if there might be any 
relationship between them and either stand retention or 
condition. These characteristics included site index, ter-
rain, physiography, slope, land use before the program, 
cost-shared conifer stand establishment, distance to an 
all-weather road, distance to town, distance to the near-
est Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) and 
possible influence of a mill location on the establish-
ment decision. 
Site index 
The distribution of tract site indexes for the pro-
grams by state are listed in Tables 21, 22 and 23. 
Depending on site species, most of the tracts are appro-
priately located on medium to high sites. 
The majority of the case tracts in the three southern 
states for all programs were on medium- to high-quality 
sites (76 to 95 foot). Loblolly pine was the primary spe-
cies used to establish the site index, see Appendix Table 
El.S. 
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Table 21. Distribution of site index, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Site Index Number of tracts 
Range Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(height at (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) 
50 years) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
40-45 
46 - 55 
56-65 2.0 2.0 
6.7 6.7 
66-75 6.0 2.0 3.0 
20.0 6.7 10.0 
76 -85 13.0 16.0 15.0 
43.3 53.3 50.0 
86-95 9.0 9.0 12.0 
30.0 30.0 40.0 
96- 105 1.0 
3.3 
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Table 22. Distribution of site index, by state (ACP) 
Site Index Number of tracts 
Range Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(height at (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) 
50 years) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
40 - 45 1.0 
2.9 
46-55 21.0 20.0 
60.0 57.1 
56 -65 1.0 2.0 10.0 1.0 13.0 
2.9 5.7 28.6 2.9 37.1 
66-75 7.0 14.0 1.0 12.0 2.0 1.0 
20.0 40.0 2.9 34.3 5.7 2.9 
76 -85 22.0 15.0 3.0 11.0 1.0 
62.9 42.9 8.6 31.4 2.9 
86-95 5.0 4.0 11.0 2.0 
f-.-
14.3 11.4 31.4 5.7 
96 - 105 1.0 8.0 
f-.-
2.9 22.9 
106 - 115 3.0 
f-.-
8.6 
116 - 125 11.0 
31.4 
more than 125 8.0 
'---
22.9 
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Table 23. Distribution of site index, by state (FIP) 
Site Index Number of tracts 
Range Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(Height at (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) 
50 years) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
40-45 1.0 
2.9 
46 - 55 1.0 27 .0 23.0 
2.9 77.1 65 .7 
56 - 65 1.0 1.0 7.0 10.0 
2.9 2.9 20.0 28 .6 
66-75 12.0 12.0 11.0 1.0 2.0 
34.3 34.3 31.4 2.9 5.7 
76 - 85 18.0 20.0 16.0 1.0 
51.4 57.1 45 .7 2.9 
86 - 95 3.0 2.0 7.0 5.0 
8.6 5.7 20.0 14.3 
96- 105 1.0 3.0 
2.9 8.6 
106 - 115 4 .0 
11.4 
116- 125 11.0 
31.4 
more than 125 10.0 
28 .6 
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-For both ACP and FIP in Missouri and Wisconsin, a 
preponderance of case tracts were establi shed on the 
lower site indexes of 55 foot and less. In both Missouri 
and Wisconsin, oak was the primary species used to 
determine the site index, see Appendix Table El.A. 
Site indexes in Washington were substantially 
higher than in the other states. Most case tracts were in 
the 96- to 125-foot range for Douglas fir, see Appendix 
Table El.F. 
Physiography 
Most of the case tracts were established on well-
drained sites for the three programs in all states, see 
Appendix Tables E2.S, E2.A and E2.F. In the three 
southern states and Wisconsin , some of the sites were 
judged to be medium wet. In Missouri, some of the sites 
were judged to be medium dry. 
Topography 
The topography of most of the Soil Bank Program 
case tract sites was relatively level, with most on tracts 
slopes of 8 percent or less, see Appendix Table E3.S. In 
Mississippi and South Carolina, most of the ACP and 
the FIP case tracts were established on 0 to 8 percent 
slopes. In the other states, most of the tracts were found 
on slopes ranging from 9 to 15 percent, see Appendix 
Tables E3.A and E3.F. Interestingly, slightly over one-
third of the FIP case tracts in Mississippi were estab-
lished on tracts with slopes greater than 15 percent, see 
Appendix Table E3.F. 
Previous land use 
The predominate land use on the Soil Bank Pro-
gram case tracts before conifer planting establishment 
Was cropland and old fields, see Appendix Table E4.S. 
In contrast, the ACP case tracts were established pre-
dominately on forest and pasture lands, see Appendix 
Table E4.A. Likewise, case tracts established under FIP 
W~re established primarily on forested land, except in 
Wisconsin where land use could not be determined on a 
majority of the tracts, see Appendix Table E4.F. 
The forest type on tracts before plantation establish-
ment was noted to ascertain the species being replaced, 
see Appendix Tables E4.A and E4.F. A hardwood/coni-
fer species mix before planting establishment was most 
frequently noted on forested tracts in the three southern 
states for both ACP and FIP. In Missouri, for both pro-
grams, the oak/hickory type was most common. In 
Washington, the most frequent forest type was a combi-
nation of hardwood/conifer species. Few tracts in Wis-
consin had a forest cover before planting. 
Results 
Land use on nonretained portion 
Forestry was the predominate use of the nonre-
tained portions of the case tracts, except in Washington 
(ACP), Missouri (ACP) and Wisconsin (FIP), see 
Appendix Tables E5.S, E5.A and E5.F. Pasture and resi-
dential lands were the primary uses noticed for the non-
retained acreages of case tracts in Missouri and 
Wisconsin. Residential use was the primary use on Soil 
Bank Program tracts in Georgia and South Carolina. 
The transition of land use, with forestry as an inter-
mediate use, is of some interest for determining land use 
shifts following tree planting. Land use shifts were 
traced for parcels and portions of parcels no longer 
retained in the original planting, either due to final har-
vest or some other cause for nonretention, see Appendix 
Tables E6.S, E6.A and E6.F. 
This shows the transition from a given use before 
planting establishment to a present use, if the present 
use is no longer the originally planted stand. It should be 
noted that counts do not represent single tracts, since 
some tracts or portions of tracts have been converted to 
more than one use. 
The majority of present use of nonretained Soil 
Bank tracts was in forestry. The next most prevalent use 
was residential, see Appendix Table E6.S. Originally, 
most of the tracts were in cropland or old fields. 
Likewise, for ACP, the most common use of nonre-
tained tracts was forestry. The next most common use 
was pasture, see Appendix Table E6.A. Originally, most 
of the tracts were in old fields, forest or pasture. 
Again, forestry was the most frequent use of the 
FIP nonretained tracts, followed by pasture, see Appen-
dix Table E6.F. Like ACP, most of the tracts were in for-
est, pasture or old fields, originally. 
Land use on adjacent parcels 
For all programs, forestry or some combination of 
forestry and some other use was most evident on parcels 
adjacent to the case tracts examined, see Appendix 
Tables E7.S, E7.A and E7.F. Interestingly, as expected, 
residential development was recorded for a substantial 
proportion of the adjacent tracts. In Missouri, FIP case 
tracts were an exception with pasture being the most 
prevalent adjacent use, see Appendix Table E7.F. 
Accessibility 
Most of the case tracts examined for all programs 
were located in close proximity to an all-weather road. 
The distance averaged 0.25 miles or less in all states, 
except Missouri where the average was just less than 0.5 
miles, see Table 24. Likewise, for all programs, the 
majority of all tracts were located less than one mile 
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Table 24. Distances to road and nearest town, by program and state 
Soil Bank ACP FIP 
State Road Town Road Town Road Town (miles) (miles) (miles) (miles) (miles) (miles) 
Georgia 0.2 (0.5) 5.7 (2.7) 0 .3 
Mississippi 0.2 (0.3) 8.9 (4.9) 0.2 
Missouri --- ( ---) --- ( ---) 0.4 
S. Carolina 0.2 (0.4) 8.9 (5 .1) 0.2 
Washington --- ( ---) --- ( ---) 0.1 
Wisconsin --- ( ---) --- ( ---) 0.1 
Note: Standard dev1at10n in parentheses. 
from an all-weather road, see Appendix Tables E8 .S, 
E8.A and E8.F. 
Mean distance to the nearest town was similar for 
all programs in all states. Towns averaged five to 10 
miles away, except in Missouri where the average was 
15 miles for the ACP case tracts and 18 miles for the FIP 
tracts. Distribution of case tracts by state for all pro-
grams show that while most cases are located within 10 
miles of the nearest town, a substantial number are 
located at a greater distance, see Appendix Tables E9.S, 
E9.A and E9.F. 
Schallau (1962) found an inverse relationship 
between forest owners' objectives with respect to man-
aging their land for timber production and increasing 
population density in an urban fringe. Consequently, 
Kurtz eta!. (1980) surmised that prospects for immedi-
ate urban development generally would have little or no 
influence on the ACP case tracts examined, due to their 
distance from a town. This surmisal would appear to 
hold for the case tracts examined under this study, due to 
their respective locations. Although some residential 
development, as well as other forms, were recorded for 
all programs in all states. 
None of the case tracts examined for any of the pro-
grams were located in a SMSA proper, see Appendix 
Tables E10.S, EIO.A and E10.F. In fact, most tracts 
were located 100 miles from a SMSA, although some in 
Washington and South Carolina were in such close 
proximity (less than 25 miles) that their management 
was considered to be influenced. Based on mean dis-
tance from a SMSA, tracts in South Carolina and Wash-
ington were most proximate (50 miles), while tracts in 
Mississippi were the least proximate (91 to 109 miles). 
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(0.5) 7.1 (3 .9) 0.3 (0.4) 6.5 (3.5) 
(0.4) 10.3 (7 .0) 0.3 (0.6) 9.9 (4.0) 
(0.7) 14.7 (10.3) 0.4 (0.7) 18.5 (9 .2) 
(0.3) 9.1 (5 .8) 0.2 (0.3) 10.5 (6.1) 
(0.2) 10.0 (7.4) 0.2 (0.2) 9.5 (5 .2) 
(0.1) 8.2 (5 .5) 0.1 (0.1) 7.5 (5 .1) 
Mill influence 
Whether or not the location of a nearby sawmill 
influenced the establishment of the case tracts was a 
judgment made in the field, based on available records 
and recollections of state service foresters. 
Obviously, the establishment decision was based on 
a number of factors. For most cases, it was closely 
linked to the program's purpose and availability, 
although a present and/or future mill location could 
have a positive influence. 
As shown in Table 25, mill location possibly influ-
enced stand establishment decisions on most of the 
plantings in Mississippi and Washington. None of the 
FIP plantings in Missouri and few in Wisconsin and 
South Carolina were judged to have been influenced by 
mill location. In Georgia, a majority of those stands 
established under the Soil Bank Program and the FIP 
may have been influenced by mill location. Slightly 
more than one-third of the ACP plantings were felt to 
have been influenced. 
Conifer component 
The predominate species in each state for the 
retained case tracts for each programs are contained in 
Tables 26, 27 and 28. Loblolly and slash pines were the 
primary species found on the tracts in southern states. 
Shortleaf and loblolly pines were found in Missouri . 
Red and white pines and white spruce were primarily 
found in Wisconsin. Douglas fir and ponderosa pine 
were found in Washington, see Appendix Tables Fl.S, 
Fl.A and Fl .F. 
> 
Table 25. Influence of mill location on 
tree planting 
State Soil Bank ACP FIP (percent) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 63 34 49 
Mississippi 80 74 77 
S. Carolina 40 23 17 
Missouri 
--- 11 0 
Wisconsin 
--- 9 26 
Washington 
---
L_ 
60 77 
Soil Bank Program 
Characteristics of the retained conifer component 
for stands established under the Soil Bank Program 
Were consistent with their age and all quite similar, as 
expected, see Table 26. Mean average density of the 
conifer components on a state basis were quite similar, 
ranging from a low of I 09 TPA in South Carolina to 14 I 
TPA in Mississippi. 
The majority of the tracts had a total conifer density 
of less than 250 TPA, see Appendix Table F2.S. The 
density of planted species was slightly less than the total 
density because volunteer natural regeneration of coni-
fer species on the case tracts was negligible, see Table 
27 and Appendix Table F3.S. 
Table 27. Conifer volunteer regeneration 
(Soil Bank Program) 
r---
State Number of Mean 
cases (TPA) 
Georgia 
f-. 
I 3.0 
Mississippi 
f-. 
2 2.5 
S. Carolina 0 0.0 
Mean average diameters for all stands, as expected 
for stands of such a similar age, were tightly grouped at 
approximately I I .5 inches, see Appendix Table F4.S. 
Mean basal areas directly corresponded with stand den-
sity. Likewise, the distribution of mean basal areas for 
the Various tracts examined were clustered in the 50- to 
9~-square foot range, see Appendix Table F5.S. The dis-
tnbution changed little when only the primary (planted) 
species were considered, see Appendix Table F6.S. 
Results 
Mean basal area in a dominant crown position also 
was similar among the states, ranging from 86 percent 
to 88 percent. The proportion of conifer basal area in a 
dominant crown position was 75 percent or greater in 
nearly all of the tracts, see Appendix Table F7.S. 
Proportions of conifer basal area in a co-dominant 
crown position were the converse of those in a dominant 
crown position, see Appendix Table F8.S. Only in a few 
instances was a hardwood species recorded in a domi-
nant or co-dominant crown position. 
Agricultural Conservation Program 
A substantial amount of variation in all of the mea-
sures of stand characteristics of the retained conifer 
component was recorded for those stands established 
under ACP, see Table 28. Mean stand density varied 
from a low of 255 TPA in Washington to 489 TPA in 
Mississippi. In the southern states, due to differences in 
stand condition, both South Carolina (360 TPA) and . 
Georgia (375 TPA) had much lower mean stand densi-
ties than Mississippi, see Appendix Table F2.A. 
Stand density of planted species was somewhat less 
than total conifer density, due to some volunteer natural 
regeneration of conifer species on the case tracts, ~ee 
Appendix Table F3.A. Volunteer coni~er regeneratiOn 
was observed on tracts in all states, With the greatest 
number of tracts in Washington while the least amount 
was in South Carolina, see Table 29. 
Table 29. Conifer volunteer regeneration 
(ACP) 
Number of Mean 
State 
cases (TPA) 
Georgia 4 139.2 
Mississippi 6 10.7 
Missouri 6 37.0 
S. Carolina 2 315.5 
Washington 12 19.7 
Wisconsin I 65.0 
Mean basal area and mean stand diameter measures 
were consistent with stand density estimates, taking spe-
cies differences into account, see Table 28. The lowest 
mean basal area, as well as the lowest mean diameter, 
was found in Washington, see Appendix Tables F4.A 
and F5.A. Likewise, the basal area of planted (primary) 
species varied little from total conifer basal area, see 
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Table 26. Conifer component characteristics, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Predominant State Number 
species1 
Georgia Slash pine 7.0 
Loblolly pine 6.0 
Mississippi Loblolly pine 11.0 
Slash pine 4.0 
S. Carolina Loblolly pine 17.0 
Slash pine 1.0 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
1 Only on retained tracts. 
Average Average Average 
basal area density diameter 
(number/acre) (square foot/ (inches at BH) 
acre) 
124.6 79.1 11.4 
(47.5) (31.7) (1.0) 
141.2 99.7 11 .5 
(47.9) (19.5) (1.6) 
109.6 76.3 11.3 
(26.7) (22.8) (1.3) 
Basal area 
dominant 
crown 
(percent) 
86.2 
(5.1) 
86.7 
(4.9) 
88.1 
(6.6) 
Basal area 
co-dominant 
crown 
(percent) 
13.1 
(4.8) 
13.3 
(4.9) 
11 .5 
(5.8) 
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r Table 28. Conifer component characteristics, by state (ACP) 
Predominant State Number 
species 1 
Georgia Slash pine 19.0 
Loblolly pine 13.0 
Mississippi Loblolly pine 32.0 
Slash pine 2.0 
Missouri Shortleaf pine 28.0 
Loblolly pine 2.0 
S. Carolina Loblolly pine 25.0 
Slash pine 3.0 
Washington Douglas fir 30.0 
Ponderosa pine 3.0 
Wisconsin Red pine 27.0 
White spruce 1.0 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
1 Only on retained tracts. 
Average 
density 
(number/acre) 
375.0 
(180.3) 
489.0 
(196.2) 
319.0 
(201.6) 
360.0 
(154.8) 
255.0 
(127 .2) 
376.0 
(244.7) 
Average Average 
basal area diameter (square foot/ (inches at BH) 
acre) 
50.5 5.3 
(23.8) (2.6) 
58.0 5.1 
(28.0) (2.2) 
72.5 6.3 
(42.3) (2.3) 
63 .2 6.0 
(25.2) (1.7) 
23.2 4.4 
(19.0) (1.5) 
75.4 6.6 
(48.2) (2.3) 
Basal area 
dominant 
crown 
(percent) 
70.0 
(14.6) 
65 .3 
(12.7) 
70.3 
(21.5) 
78.6 
(9.3) 
55 .1 
(23.7) 
73.4 
(13.5) 
Basal area 
co-dominant 
crown 
(percent) 
28.9 
(14.4) 
34.4 
(1 3.2) 
26.3 
(17.7) 
21.3 
(9.9) 
44.8 
(23.7) 
25.5 
(13.0) 
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Results 
Appendix Table F6.A. 
The amount of stand basal area in a dominant 
crown position was substantially lower for the ACP case 
tracts than the Soil Bank Program tracts and higher than 
the FIP tracts in the same states, see Appendix Table 
Fl.A. for distribution. Obviously, this is due to differ-
ences in stand maturity, since a correspondingly greater 
proportion of the stand basal area was recorded to be in 
a co-dominant crown position, see Appendix Tables 
F8.A. Some hardwood species also were recorded in 
dominant and co-dominant crown positions. 
Forestry Incentives Program 
Sample case tracts established under FIP also 
showed considerable variation among state mean mea-
sures of the retained conifer component, although some 
of the variation may be attributable to species differ-
ences, see Table 30. 
In the South, mean stand densities were relatively 
similar - ranging from a low of 381 TPA in South 
Carolina to 416 TPA in Georgia. Mean stand densities in 
the other states were acceptably lower than the initial 
planting rate for the respective species. Also, they were 
within acceptable ranges for their condition classes, see 
Appendix Table F2.F for distribution by state. 
The amount of volunteer natural regeneration of 
conifer species on the case tracts varied considerably 
among states. Washington and Mississippi had the great-
est number of cases with measured conifer volunteer 
natural regeneration. The greatest amounts on a per-case 
basis were in Georgia and South Carolina. Such regen-
eration had little influence on differences in distribution 
of cases based on total and primary species density, see 
Table 31 and Appendix Table F3.F. 
Mean stand basal area and mean diameters were 
consistent with the mean average densities, taking into 
account species differences and stand age. The distribu-
tions of mean (DBH) were grouped primarily in the 2.5-
to 7.4-inch range, see Appendix Table F4.F. Mean stand 
basal area for both total conifer and primary (planted) 
species differed little due to ingrowth, see Appendix 
Table F6.F. 
As previously indicated, mean stand basal area in a 
dominant crown position for the FIP was the lowest on a 
state basis for the three programs, due to differences in 
plantation maturity. Most of the case tracts were in the 
50 percent to 74 percent range, with exception of Mis-
souri, see Appendix Table Fl.F. 
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Table 31. Conifer volunteer regeneration 
(FIP) 
State Number of Mean 
cases (TPA) 
Georgia 3 146.3 
Mississippi 12 9.8 
Missouri 4 31.0 
S. Carolina 6 159.0 
Washington 14 2 1.4 
Wisconsin 2 29.0 
The converse can be found for mean stand basal 
area in a co-dominant crown position, see Appendix 
Table F8.F. Interestingly, only in Missouri where most 
(30) of the FIP case tracts had been direct seeded was a 
full I 00 percent of the conifer basal area not in a domi-
nant or co-dominant crown position, due to hardwood 
encroachment. 
Photo 8. A young AP Loblolly pine plantation In Mlsalsalppl. Notice 
the heavy hardwood competition. 
Hardwood component 
Various aspects of the hardwood component of the 
case tracts were measured. Considerably more hard-
wood species were recorded on the ACP and the FIP 
r Table 30. Conifer component characteristics, by state (FIP) 
Predominant State Number 
species1 
Georgia Loblolly pine 19.0 
Slash pine 14.0 
Longleaf pine 1.0 
Mississippi Loblolly pine 33.0 
Missouri Shortleaf pine 32.0 
Loblolly pine 2.0 
S . Carolina Loblolly pine 34.0 
Washington Douglas fir 34.0 
Wisconsin Red pine 30.0 
White spruce 2.0 
White pine 1.0 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
1 Only on retained tracts. 
Average Average 
basal area density 
(number/acre) (square foot/ 
acre) 
416.0 52.8 
(139.4) (22.7) 
407.0 46.8 
(153.3) (28.4) 
662.0 42.2 
(403.1) (37 .1) 
381.6 62.8 
(134.8) (17.0) 
194.6 15.0 
(103.6) (12.5) 
759.9 40.6 
(459.8) (38.0) 
Average Basal area dominant diameter 
(inches at BH) crown (percent) 
4 .8 70.6 
(1.8) (19.1 ) 
4 .9 56.1 
(2.0) (21.1 ) 
3.1 59.9 
( 1.9) (31 .7) 
5.6 72.6 
( 1.1 ) (7 .1) 
4.3 56.2 
( 1.1 ) (20.7) 
3.1 66.5 
(2.0) (14.4) 
Basal area 
co-dominant 
crown 
(percent) 
29.4 
( 15.9) 
43.9 
(21.1 ) 
29.9 
(26.1) 
27.4 
(7.1) 
43.8 
(20 .7) 
33.1 
(14.6) 
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Results 
case tracts than on the Soil Bank Program tracts, see 
Tables 31, 32 and 33, due to planting age and the degree 
to which the stands have been tended. 
A further likely cause of this is that all Soil Bank 
cases were previously farmed. Cultivation destroys tree 
seeds, root stocks and stumps that are common sources 
of hardwood reproduction on sites planted following 
timber harvest. Many hardwood species have heavier 
seeds that must be spread by birds and animals in con-
trast to wind-borne seeds of most conifers. 
In addition, larger planting sizes in the Soil Bank 
may have been less accessible to parent trees, resulting 
in longer periods for invasion, based on size-distance 
relationships. 
With exception of Wisconsin, hardwood species 
were present on more FIP tracts than ACP tracts. A 
lower frequency of hardwood occurrence was noticed 
for the ACP case tracts in comparison with the earlier 
study by Kurtz et a!. (1980). Hardwood species had a 
higher frequency of occurrence on the FIP case tracts. 
Soil Bank Program 
One-third of the case tracts examined in Mississippi 
contained hardwood species. Only 13 percent of the 
tracts in both Georgia and South Carolina had a hard-
wood presence, see Table 32. Predominate species in 
Georgia were oak and sweetgum. Also, sweetgum was 
most prevalent in Mississippi and South Carolina, see 
Appendix Table G l.S. 
The mean ages recorded indicate hardwood 
encroachment on the case tracts after conifer planting 
establishment. Most hardwood trees were in the age 
range of five to 20 years, see Appendix Table G5.S. 
Summary characteristics of the conifer component 
of case tracts with hardwood presence are presented in 
Table 33. Both mean density and mean basal area mea-
sures were quite comparable to those of the overall coni-
fer component. 
None of the case tracts were deemed failures. Only 
two cases in Georgia were in need of near future treat-
ment. Most tracts were in class 5, which did not need 
immediate treatment. 
Overall, the hardwood component in Georgia and 
South Carolina did not express a significant presence. In 
contrast, in Mississippi, the various measures of the 
extent and character of the hardwood component indi-
cate it to be a significant aspect of management of the 
case tracts. 
On those tracts in Mississippi where a hardwood 
component was present, it exhibited a significant pres-
ence in terms of its mean density, coupled with the large 
proportion (91 percent) of its basal area in a co-domi-
nant crown position, see Appendix Tables G2 and G7.S 
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for the distribution of case tracts. Only two cases in Mis-
sissippi had measurable basal area in a dominant crown 
position, see Appendix Table G6.S. 
Table 33. Conifer component characteristics 
(Soil Bank Program) 
Basal Condition 
State Density area class (TPA) (square 1 2 3 4 5 
foot/acre) (number) 
Georgia 133.7 145.9 0 2 0 0 2 
(41.6) (53.5) 
Mississippi 85.7 103.0 0 0 2 3 5 
(23.9) (22.5) 
S. Carolina 111 .0 70.0 0 0 0 0 4 
(24.7) (60.1) 
Note: Standard deviation is in parentheses. 
Mean total hardwood basal area was rather low, at 
less than 5 square foot per acre for each state, see 
Appendix Table G3.S. Likewise, mean DBH of hard-
wood stems averaged 7 to 9 inches. Mississippi case 
tracts contained stems of the greatest mean diameter, 
with some having mean diameters in excess of 10 
inches, see Appendix Table G4.S. Obviously, past man-
agement practices contributed to reduced hardwood 
presence and influence on these stands. 
Agricultural Conservation Program 
Hardwood occurrence was recorded on some plots 
in all states, ranging from a low of 25 percent in Wis-
consin to 71 percent in Missouri, see Table 34. Oak was 
the primary hardwood species found on plots in Geor-
gia, Mississippi, Missouri, South Carolina and Wiscon-
sin. Red alder was most common on Washington case 
tracts, see Appendix Table G I .A. 
The mean age of the hardwood component ranged 
from a low of nine years in Georgia to 13 years in Mis-
sissippi. Although, most tracts were grouped in the five-
to 10-year age range, see Appendix Table G5.A. 
The mean density and mean basal area of the coni-
fer component for the different states with a hardwood 
component were very similar to those measure overall. 
Condition class 4 was the predominate class in all states, 
except Missouri. In Missouri, three of the cases were 
judged to be failures. A substantial number of these 
cases were in class 3, due primarily to direct seeding 
that resulted in high conifer density, see Table 35. 
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Table 32. Hardwood component characteristics, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Measurable Average Average Average 
basal area State occurrence density diameter 
(number) (percent) (number/acre) (square foot/ (inches at BH) 
acre) 
Georgia 4 13.3 13.0 2.5 7.01 
(7.25) ( 1.29) (2.43) 
Mississippi 10 33.3 37.3 4.8 9.33 
(48.91) (2.62) (3.89) 
S. Carolina 4 13.3 7.5 1.75 7.58 
(6.14) (0.5) (2.4) 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
Average Basal area dominant 
age 
(years) crown 
(percent) 
15.8 0.0 
(5.67) (0.0) 
18.2 9.0 
(5.07) (19.12) 
18.8 0.0 
(2.5) (0.0) 
Basal area 
co-dominant 
crown 
(percent) 
100.0 
(0.0) 
91.0 
(19.12) 
100.0 
(0.0) 
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Table 34. Hardwood component characteristics, by state (ACP) 
Measurable Average Average Average 
basal area State occurrence density diameter 
(number) (percent) (number/acre) (square foot/ (inches at BH) 
acre) 
42.46 2.92 3.67 
Georgia 13 37.14 (19.76) (1.19) (0.6) 
53.17 7.28 5.89 
Mississippi 18 51.43 (39.31) (7.89) (2.44) 
57.20 7.0 4.68 
Missouri 25 71.43 (102.9) (6.85) (2.49) 
50.9 5.2 4.1 
S. Carolina 17 48.57 (28.7) (3.1) (1.42) 
99.4 8.2 3.59 
Washington 23 65.71 (94.2) (6.8) ( 1.89) 
42.11 5.56 4.67 
Wisconsin 9 25.71 (25.44) (5.0) (2.15) 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
Average Basal area dominant 
age 
(years) crown (percent) 
9.39 13.85 
(0.96) (21.42) 
13.17 13.33 
(7.12) (23.52) 
11.26 14.82 
(4.54) (27.51) 
11.56 11.11 
(3.96) (19.67) 
10.15 30.0 
(3.76) (24.34) 
11.67 13.33 
(5.98) (21 .8) 
Basal area 
co-dominant 
crown 
(percent) 
86.15 
(21.42) 
86.67 
(23.52) 
73.33 
(37.62) 
85.56 
(25.49) 
55.19 
(31.3) 
86.67 
(21.8) 
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Table 35. Conifer component characteristics 
(ACP) 
Basal Condition 
State Density area class (TPA) (square 1 2 3 4 5 
foot/acre) (number) 
Georgia 367.5 45.2 001111 
(142.6) (15.7) 
Mississippi 433.7 55.9 0 1 1 14 1 
(156.7) (24.5) 
Missouri 318.5 73.4 0 1 10 6 5 
(2 19.3) (43.3) 
S. Carolina 327.2 65.6 0 0 5 11 1 
I-
(133.5) (23 .9) 
Washington 230.2 21.1 I 1 0 20 1 
(113.2) (20.9) 
Wisconsin 357.5 73.3 3 0 0 3 3 
(346.9) (80.3) 
Note: Standard deviation is in parentheses. 
. Mean hardwood tree diameter, ranging from 3 to 5 
Inches, seemed to be closely related to estimated mean 
stand age, as expected. The majority of all stands had a 
mean hardwood diameter in the 2.5- to 5-inch range, see 
Appendix Table G4.A. 
Overall, the hardwood component measured in this 
study was of substantially less importance in all respects 
than found in the earlier study by Kurtz et al. ( 1980). 
In all states, mean density ranged from 42 to 57 
stems per acre, with the exception of Washington that 
had a mean density of 99 stems per acre. Most tracts 
contained less than 100 stems per acre, see Appendix 
Table G2.A. 
Mean basal area per state ranged from 2.9 square 
foot per acre in Georgia to 8.2 square foot per acre in 
Washington. All of the case tracts had a hardwood basal 
area of less than 50 square foot per acre, see Appendix 
Table G3.A. The greatest proportion of hardwood basal 
area in a dominant crown position was recorded in 
Washington where the mean was 30 percent. 
Other than in Washington, most of the case tracts 
~ontained a hardwood basal area of less than 25 percent 
In the dominant crown position, see Appendix Table 
G6.A. In the other states, hardwood basal area in a co-
~0rninant crown position was substantially greater than 
In Washington, see Appendix Table G7.A. For those 
states where the mean basal areas in both dominant and 
Results 
co-dominant positions totaled nearly 100 percent, tracts 
containing a hardwood component need attention rela-
tive to release or retention. 
Forestry Incentives Program 
The presence of hardwood species was recorded on 
most case tracts in all states, except Wisconsin where 
only four occurrences were recorded, see Table 36. Oak 
and sweetgum were the primary hardwood species 
found on case tracts in the three southern states. Oak and 
hickory were most commonly found in Missouri. Red 
alder and cottonwood were Washington, while cotton-
wood was located in Wisconsin, see Appendix Table 
Gl.F. 
Mean hardwood component ages were quite similar 
for all states, except in Missouri where it was substan-
tially less. Most of the mean hardwood component ages 
were 10 years or less. Although, both South Carolina 
and Washington had approximately one-third of the 
tracts with a mean hardwood component age of 11 to 15 
years, see Appendix Table G5.F. 
Mean density and mean basal area for case tracts 
with a hardwood presence in the different states were 
comparable to those computed overall. The majority of 
the case tracts were judged to be in condition class 4, see 
Table 37. 
Table 37. Conifer component characteristics 
(FIP) 
Basal Condition 
State Density area class (TPA) (square 1 2 3 4 5 
foot/acre) (number) 
Georgia 392.8 50.6 I 1 1 15 2 
(127.4) (17.6) 
Mississippi 380.4 48.1 0 2125 0 
(144.1) (27.0) 
Missouri 650.2 45 .1 2 0 4 21 3 
(415.7) (38.0) 
S. Carolina 319.9 63.2 0 0 3 22 2 
(146.9) ( 18.0) 
Washington 185.5 15.3 I 2 0 29 I 
(90.4) (8.0) 
Wisconsin 772.7 50.3 1 0 0 0 3 
(623.8) (52.9) 
Note: Standard deviation is in parentheses. 
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Table 36. Hardwood component characteristics, by state (FIP) 
Measurable Average Average Average Average Basal area Basal area 
basal area dominant co-dominant State occurrence density diameter age 
(number) (percent) (number/acre) (square foot/ (inches at BH) (years) crown crown 
acre) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 65.4 4.94 3.62 10.05 12.63 87.9 
20 57.12 (57.2) (3.97) (0.53) (2.25) (19.68) (19.88) 
Mississippi 96.21 7.96 4.81 11.75 20.0 79.64 
28 80.0 (103.67) (7.44) (2.47) (6.45) (26.53) (26.73) 
Missouri 229.2 8.8 2.5 5.88 25.78 64.53 
31 88.57 (216.9) (7.42) ( 1.03) (2.32) (27.57) (30.62) 
S. Carolina 40.04 4.11 4.33 10.67 6.48 93.51 
27 77.14 (28.4) (2.67) (0.64) (2.25) (13.29) (13.29) 
Washington 111.7 7.91 3.67 10.32 3.82 58.24 
33 94.29 (81.49) (8.57) (0.9) (2.01) (23.45) (24.68) 
Wisconsin 55.0 4.25 3.74 12.75 25.0 75.0 
4 11.43 (40.14) (4.03) (0.89) (5.85) (10.0) (10.0) 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
b 
Mean densities for all states were greater for the 
FIP case tracts than the ACP case tracts. The densities 
were not as great as reported earlier by Kurtz et al. 
( 1980). Total mean density per tract was l 00 stems or 
less on most tracts in Georgia, South Carolina, Washing-
ton and Wisconsin. In Missouri, nearly 50 percent of the 
tracts had a mean density of 250 to 999 stems per acre, 
see Appendix Table G2.F. 
Mean diameter on a state basis for the FIP case 
tracts was not as great as the ACP case tracts, with 
exception of South Carolina and Washington. The low-
est mean diameter was in Missouri . Mean diameters for 
case tracts in all of the states were predominately in the 
range of 2.5 to 4.9 inches, see Appendix Table G4.F. 
Because of relatively greater densities, mean basal 
area measures for FIP, with the exception of Wisconsin, 
Were greater than for ACP. 
The greatest hardwood mean basal area was in 
Washington and the least was in Missouri. No tracts 
exceeded 50 square foot per acre of hardwood basal 
area, see Appendix Table G3.F. 
The mean proportion of hardwood basal area in a 
dominant crown position in Mississippi, Missouri and 
Wisconsin were greater than that estimated for ACP. 
Except Washington, mean basal area in a dominant 
crown position on most case tracts was less than 25 per-
cent, see Appendix Table G6.F. Mean hardwood basal 
area in a co-dominant crown position for most case 
tracts on a stl!te basis was more than 75 percent in most 
States, except Washington, see Appendix Table G7.F. 
Washington was the only state where the sum of mean 
basal areas in dominant and co-dominant crown posi-
tions did not approach I 00 percent. 
Silvicultural activity 
Silvicultural practices applied to the tracts were 
?bserved and recorded. These practices included plant-
Ing, replanting for establishment, controlling hardwood, 
thinning, pruning and harvesting. 
Planting 
The majority of all plantings were established by a 
Vendor. Only in Missouri and Wisconsin were trees 
Planted by the landowner in the ACP, see Tables 38, 39 
and 40. 
In Georgia, South Carolina and Wisconsin, machine 
Planting was preferred in all programs. In the other 
states, hand planting was the preferred form . Missouri 
represented the sole exception where nearly one-fourth 
of the ACP plantings and 90 percent of the FIP plantings 
Were done by direct seeding. 
Results 
While no genetically improved seedlings were used 
in the Soil Bank Program, for ACP, 75 percent of the 
Georgia plantings and 40 percent of the South Carolina 
plantings involved improved seedlings. Only in South 
Carolina and Wisconsin were a substantial number of 
plantings established with improved seedlings for FIP. 
Little underplanting was apparent, except in Missis-
sippi and Washington for ACP and Washington for FIP. 
Substantial proportions of overstory were removed dur-
ing the course of the process, with planting release being 
evident on 50 percent of the ACP case tracts. 
Replanting 
For the Soil Bank Program, replanting took place 
on 10 percent of the case tracts in Georgia and Missis-
sippi, see Table 41. Replanting was applied for estab-
lishment for both the ACP and the FIP tracts where the 
state numbers were low. The maximum was five ACP 
tracts in both Georgia and Mississippi, see Table 42, and 
a maximum of only four FIP cases in Missouri , see 
Table 43. These rates are comparable to those reported 
by Kurtz et al. ( 1980). Mean times for replantings were 
made at appropriate intervals, ranging from one to three 
years in all instances. 
The largest mean acreage of Soil Bank replantings 
was in Georgia. Mean replanting size by state under 
ACP was lowest of the three programs. Washington and 
Georgia had the largest mean acreages. For FIP, the larg-
est mean acreage was in South Carolina, which was tri-
ple the size of the next largest mean in ?eorgia an~ 
Washington. The smallest acreage was m W1sconsm. 
Distribution of the acres replanted by program and state 
are contained in Appendix Tables H l .S, H l .A and H l.F. 
Mean original tract size carried little significance, 
due to the few instances in which replanting was 
applied·. However, most of the original tracts were less 
than 50 acres, see Appendix Tables H2.S, H2.A, H2.F. 
Hardwood control 
While the presence of a hardwood component was 
recorded on many of the ACP tracts, see Table 42, and 
the FIP tracts, see Table 43, and a lesser proportion of 
Soil Bank Program tracts, see Table 41 , hardwood con-
trol practice application was considered minimal. 
This is a particularly significant relationship, since 
excessive hardwood stocking was considered to dimin-
ish stand condition for a number of stands in all pro-
grams, particularly FIP and ACP, see Appendix Tables 
B2.S, B2.A and B2.F. Fortunately, the preponderance of 
stands were in condition class 4, in need of hardwood 
control within three years. Therefore, they were not con-
sidered beyond a point of recovery, if appropriate man-
agement practice are applied, see Appendix Tables 
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Results 
Table 38. Conifer planting establishment, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Activity Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Planting 
Landowner (number) 0.0 0.0 1.0 
Vendor (number) 30.0 30.0 29.0 
Planting method 
Machine (number) 22.0 7.0 19.0 
Hand (number) 8.0 23.0 11.0 
Direct seed (number) 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Seedling quality 
Improved (number) 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Unimproved (number) 30.0 30.0 30.0 
Underplanting 
Number 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overstory removal (percent) 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Release (number) 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Table 39. Conifer planting establishment, by state (ACP) 
Activity Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Planting 
Landowner (number) 4.0 0.0 17.0 1.0 4.0 12.0 
Vendor (number) 31.0 35.0 18.0 34.0 31.0 23.0 
Planting method 
Machine (number) 28.0 14.0 11.0 22.0 1.0 24.0 
Hand (number) 7.0 21.0 15.0 13 .0 33.0 11.0 
Direct seed (number) 0.0 0.0 9.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
Seedling quality 
Improved (number) 25.0 3.0 0.0 15 .0 6.0 0.0 
Unimproved (number) 10.0 32.0 35.0 20.0 29.0 35.0 
U nderplanting 
Number 1.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 3.0 
Overstory removal (percent) 60.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 85 .0 40.0 
Release (number) 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 
Table 40. Conifer planting establishment, by state (FIP) 
Activity Georgia Mississippi 
Planting 
Landowner (number) 1.0 1.0 
Vendor (number) 34.0 34.0 
Planting method 
Machine (number) 26.0 4.0 
Hand (number) 9.0 30.0 
Direct seed (number) 0.0 1.0 
Seedling quality 
Improved (number) 7.0 7.0 
Unimproved (number) 28.0 28.0 
Underplanting 
Number 0.0 2.0 
Overstory removal (percent) 0.0 92.5 
Release (number) 0.0 0.0 
Missouri S. Carolina 
4.0 2.0 
31.0 33.0 
4.0 18.0 
1.0 17.0 
30.0 0.0 
1.0 24.0 
34.0 11.0 
2.0 0.0 
93.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
Washington 
0.0 
35.0 
0.0 
35.0 
0.0 
15.0 
20.0 
4.0 
67.5 
1.0 
Wisconsin 
6.0 
29.0 
27.0 
8.0 
0.0 
0.0 
35.0 
3.0 
70.0 
0.0 
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Table 41. Silvicultural activity, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Replanting Hardwood control 
State Number Age Acres Number Age Acres (years) (years) 
Georgia 3.0 1.3 51. 3.0 14.4 49.2 
(0.58) (25.11) (2.5) (40.9) 
Mississippi -- -- -- 3.0 17.7 60.8 
(4.31 ) (67 .93) 
S . Carolina 4.0 3.3 28.5 5.0 15.2 89.8 
(3.20) (8.10) (3.27) (72.47) 
Precommercial thin Prune Commercial thin Timber harvest 
Basal Basal 
State Num- Age Acres Num- Age Acres Num- Age Acres area Num- Age Acres area ber (years) ber (years) ber (years) re- ber (years) re-
moved moved 
Georgia -- -- -- -- -- -- 19.0 18.3 75.2 36.3 22.0 26.7 76.7 100.0 
(3 .77) (68.16) (9.11 ) (4.37) (64.73) (0.0) 
Mississippi -- --
-- -- -- -- 19.0 18.9 55.9 34.8 16.0 29.9 31.1 100.0 
(30.6) (63.38) (6.12) (3.19) (36.52) (0.0) 
S. Carolina -- -- -- -- -- -- 26.0 17.7 54.4 35.6 18.0 27.6 36.7 100.0 
(3.69) (43.09) (4.06) (4.06) (34.74) (0.0) 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
Table 42. Silvicultural activity, by state (ACP). 
Replanting 
State Number Age Acres (years) 
Georgia 5.0 1.63 11.4 
(0.89) (8.02) 
Mississippi 5.0 1.3 8.8 
(0.5) (5 .38) 
Missouri 4.0 2.5 4.8 
(1.0) (3.78) 
S. Carolina 1.0 1.0 5.0 
( ---) ( ---) 
Washington 4.0 2.8 11.8 
(0.96) (13.67) 
Wisconsin 2.0 3.0 4.0 
( 1.41) ( 1.41) 
Hardwood control 
Number Age (years) 
4 9.3 
(5.74) 
6 5.3 
(3.44) 
10 0.5 
(6.35) 
5 10.6 
(3 .78) 
15 3.9 
(2.19) 
5 6.0 
(7.28) 
Acres 
15.0 
(15.19) 
32.0 
(26.59) 
12.5 
(13 .82) 
21.2 
(18.13) 
19.9 
(17.97) 
23.0 
(15.36) 
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Table 42 (continued). Silvicultural activity, by state (ACP) 
Precommercial thin Prune 
State Num- Age Acres Num- Age Acres Num-ber (years) ber (years) ber 
Georgia -- - - -- -- -- -- 4.0 
Mississippi 1.0 10.0 4.0 -- -- -- 2.0 
( --) ( --) 
Missouri 3.0 15.7 9.0 4.0 
(20.7) (3.61) 
S. Carolina -- -- -- -- -- -- 6.0 
Washington -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin 6.0 16.3 8.7 14.0 
(3.27) (5.09) 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
Commercial thin 
Basal 
Age Acres area Num-(years) re- ber 
moved 
17.3 39.0 25.0 2.0 
(5.91) (59.54) (5.77) 
18.9 55 .9 34.8 16.0 
(30.6) (63.38) (6.12) 
18.5 21.5 47.5 1.0 
(4.2) (19.84) (5.0) 
20.0 26.2 38.3 5.0 
(2.61) (21.1 4) (9.83) 
-- -- -- --
25.1 20.5 38.2 3.0 
(3.58) ( 13.64) (5 .41 ) 
Timber harvest 
Age Acres (years) 
13.5 19.0 
(4.95) (1.41) 
29.9 31.1 
(3.19) (36.52) 
20.0 2.0 
( --) ( --) 
25 .6 34.6 
(36.04) (36.04) 
-- --
23.3 21.0 
(0.58) (17.69) 
Basal 
area 
re-
moved 
100.0 
(0.0) 
100.0 
(0.0) 
80.0 
( --) 
100.0 
(0.0) 
--
98.3 
(2.89) 
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Results 
Table 43. Silvicultural activity, by state (FIP) 
Replanting Hardwood control 
State Number Age Acres Number Age Acres (years) (years) 
1.0 15.0 4.2 26.4 
Georgia 3.0 (0.0) (13.23) 5.0 (4.2) (18.77) 
-- -- 2.8 31.8 
Mississippi 
-- 4.0 (3.5) (11.35) 
3.5 13.8 4.3 25.9 
Missouri 4.0 (1.29) (17 .86) 16.0 (1.89) (17.38) 
1.0 44.0 7.5 67.5 
S. Carolina 2.0 (0.71) (19.8) 2.0 (0.71) (53.03) 
1.0 15.0 2.7 29.8 
Washington 2.0 (O.o) (11.31) 17.0 ( 1.8) (22.0) 
3.0 6.5 9.5 11 .0 
Wisconsin 2.0 (O.o) (2.12) 2.0 (9.19) (7.07) 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
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H6.S, H6.A and H6.F. 
Presently, hardwood control appears to be a practice 
that is vigorously promoted on a state-by-state basis. 
The mean age, by state, for hardwood control practice 
application was 10 years or less for all practices, see 
Appendix Tables H4.S, H4.A and H4.F for distributions 
by age grouping. 
For the Soil Bank, most hardwood control practices 
Were found in both Georgia and Mississippi, where 44 
percent of the Soil Bank case tracts had been treated. 
However, few ACP or FIP sample cases had been 
treated in these states, as well as in South Carolina. 
Likewise, substantial proportions of the ACP and the 
FIP cases in Missouri and Washington had been treated 
for hardwood removal only. This follow-up is especially 
important in Missouri, because of the use of direct seed-
ing and establishment of conifer stands under a hard-
Wood overstory. 
Large acreages were involved where the treatment 
Was applied. Although, most of the treated areas were 40 
acres or less, see Appendix Tables H5 .S, H5 .A and 
H5.F. Overall, the greatest mean acreages on a state 
basis were for the Soil Bank, followed by FIP and ACP. 
Case tracts in South Carolina had the largest mean acre-
ages treated for the Soil Bank (89 acres) and FIP (67 
acres), while Mississippi had the largest mean acreage 
Under ACP. 
Original tract size of cases with hardwood control 
Was distributed across a broad range, by state and pro-
gram. While some Soil Bank tracts exceeded 200 acres, 
ACP case tracts only reached 50 acres, see Appendix 
Tables H3.S and H3.A. Some FIP tracts exceeded I 00 
acres, Appendix Table H3 .F. 
Precommercial thinning 
This practice was recorded as having been applied 
?nly to ACP and FIP case tracts, and then only in a few 
Instances, see Tables 42 and 43 . In the case of the Soil 
Bank Program, see Table 41, a lack of records and an 
advanced stand age made it virtually impossible to 
determine if a precommercial thinning was applied. 
Furthermore, market opportunities in the South 
have existed for products removed during thinning, 
ffiaking for commercial thinning operations. For ACP, 
only one case in Mississippi and three in Missouri were 
observed. These practices were applied when the stands 
;ere between 10 and 15 years old. It is possible that the 
IP stands had not reached sufficient age to warrant a 
Precornmercial thinning at the time of this study. 
Pruning 
. Pruning is a practice that was observed in very few 
Instances, see Table 42. There was only one case in 
Results 
Washington and one in Wisconsin on FIP tracts where 
trees were pruned. Trees on six FIP cases had been 
pruned in Wisconsin. The mean age of pruned stands in 
Wisconsin was 16 years and an average of eight acres 
was pruned. 
Commercial thinning 
Commercial thinning was recorded for two-thirds 
of the Soil Bank Program case tracts in Georgia and 
Mississippi and 87 percent of the case tracts in South 
Carolina, see Table 4 I . 
The majority of thinning took place in stands 
between 16 and 20 years of age, with the mean of 18 
years, see Appendix Table H8.S. Acreages that were 
commercially thinned tended to be substantial, with 
means greater than 50 acres for all three southern states. 
Most of the tracts were greater than 20 acres, partic-
ularly in South Carolina where the majority of the tracts 
exceeded 40 acres, see Appendix Table H9.S. A mean of 
approximately one-third of the basal area was removed 
in each state. Original size for those commercially 
thinned Soil Bank tracts covered a wide range for the 
three states, see Appendix Table H7.S. 
For ACP, a much smaller proportion of commercial 
thinning has taken place, largely due to the variation in 
stand age and in some instances, lack of suitable mar-
kets for the material removed, see Table 42. 
No tracts were found to have been thinned in Wash-
ington. The greatest proportion of thinned stands was in 
Wisconsin, where 40 percent of the case tracts had been 
thinned commercially. A majority of the thinned tracts 
in Wisconsin were over 25 years old, see Appendix 
Table H8.A. In the other states, 20 percent or less of the 
case tracts had been thinned commercially. The smallest 
-mean basal area removed was in Georgia, where 25 per-
cent was removed. The greatest amount was in Missis-
sippi, where 49 percent of the basal area was removed. 
Mean acres thinned ranged from a low of 20 in Wiscon-
sin to 49 in Mississippi, see Appendix Table H9.A for 
the distribution of acres thinned, by state. For the most 
part, the original size of thinned tracts was less than 50 
acres, see Appendix Table H7.A. 
Only three FIP case tracts- two in South Carolina 
and one in Wisconsin -had been commercially 
thinned, see Table 43. The tracts in South Carolina were 
thinned at a mean of 11 years of age, with 50 percent of 
the basal area removed. The Wisconsin tract was 
thinned at 16 years of age with 40 percent of the basal 
area removed. Appendix Tables H7.F, H8.F and H9.F 
detail the distribution of the FIP tracts, by original case 
size, age at application and acreage thinned. 
The majority of the case tracts that had been com-
mercially thinned were judged to be in condition class 5, 
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with no treatment required for at least five years, see 
Appendix Tables HI O.S, HI O.A and HI O.F. 
For the Soil Bank, a number of cases were placed in 
class 3, with treatment needed within three years to 
reduce high conifer stocking. The stands were assessed 
as being overstocked for their stage of development. 
Photo 7. A large portion of timber removed at the final harvest of Soil 
Bank Program plantations is in the form of sawlogs. These logs are 
from a 30-year old loblolly pine plantation in Mississippi. 
Timber harvest 
The preponderance of timber harvest was found to 
have taken place on the Soil Bank Program case tracts, 
see Table 41. The tracts ranged from 53 percent in Mis-
sissippi to 71 percent in Georgia. The mean size of tracts 
harvested was smallest in Mississippi (31 acres) and 
largest in Georgia (76 acres). Tracts were harvested at a 
mean age range of 26 to 30 years. 
For the ACP case tracts, the largest proportion was 
in South Carolina, where 14 percent of the tracts had 
been harvested, see Table 42. Two tracts were harvested 
in Georgia at a mean age of 13 years. While in South 
Carolina, the mean age was 25 years. On most tracts, 
100 percent of the basal area was removed. 
Only one FIP case tract had been harvested, see 
Table 43. This was a 1 0-acre tract in South Carolina that 
was 16 years old. It was estimated that only 98 percent 
of the basal area was removed. 
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Stand Retention Factors 
Large proportions of case tracts and acreages still in 
trees, as shown previously, were found for the three pro-
grams, see Table 44. A rather congruent pattern of reten-
tion was found between the number of cases and the 
acres retained at the program level. 
Table 44. Tree planting retention, by program 
Program Complete Partial Total 
retention retention retention 
(Percent of cases) 
Soil Bank 22.2 28.9 48 .9 
ACP 73 .8 13 .3 12.9 
FIP 84.3 11.4 4.3 
(Percent of acres) 
Soil Bank 23.8 18.4 57.8 
ACP 74.7 10.3 15.0 
FIP 87.6 7.2 5.2 
Various aspects of the case tracts were examined 
with respect to their relationship to degree of retention. 
Case tracts were separated into two groups on the basis 
of retention. The first group contained only cases with 
all or some of the originally planted acreage retained 
(Group I - retained stands).The second group contained 
no originally planted acreage retained (Group 2 - nonre-
tained stands). 
For the Soil Bank Program, nonretained stands 
comprised 50 percent of the observations, providing 
variables. Whereas in both ACP and FIP, substantially 
larger proportions applied to retained stands. This par-
ticular group composition provided sufficient cases for 
statistical discrimination between group means, by state, 
and to maintain consistency with the earlier study by 
Kurtz et al. (1980). To provide more observations on 
which to base the statistical analysis, variables were 
grouped across states within programs to provide an 
aggregate measure called "All states." 
The t-test (t less than or equal to 0.10 level) was 
used to test for significant differences between the 
means of the pertinent characteristics, based on the two 
groupings. The results of this test for each program are 
presented in Tables 45, 46 and 47. Because missing val-
ues are excluded, some t statistics were not computed at 
the state level. 
--
--
One of the groups (usually nonretained stands) 
either had no observations or had only one observation 
that precluded computation of a mean, or the means 
were identical. These specific instances are all noted by 
the symbol "---" in the Probability row. 
Tract characteristics 
For the Soil Bank Program, nonretained case tracts 
tended to have a significantly greater site index and be 
closer to an all-weather road, see Table 45 . This is likely 
due to the tracts being commercially harvested because 
of an inherently faster growth rate. 
For both the ACP and the FIP tracts, mean site 
index for retained tracts was significantly greater than 
for nonretained tracts, see Tables 46 and 47. "All states" 
ACP and FIP nonretained tracts were significantly 
closer to an all-weather road than retained tracts. These 
findings are consistent with earlier ones of Kurtz et a!. 
0980a). Access and proximity to development were 
conducive to non-forestry uses. 
Mean tract age was not significantly different for 
any state within any of the programs. Consequently, the 
results of the test for this particular variable have not 
been included in Tables 45, 46 and 47. Obviously, you 
~ould expect that the longer a tract is left in timber, the 
hmber matures and becomes more valuable, the greater 
the likelihood that the timber will be harvested. 
Ownership characteristics 
Under the Soil Bank Program and FIP, owners of 
retained stands had a significantly greater mean acreage 
of land than owners of nonretained stands, see Tables 45 
and 47. The opposite was true for the ACP owners, see 
Table 46. Ownership transfer was significant only for 
the FIP case tracts. The nonretained FIP tracts had been 
transferred a significantly greater amount than retained 
tracts, as expected. As reported by Kurtz et a!. ( 1980a), a 
rei · at10nship between owner age and tract retention was 
not evident in this study. 
Practice application 
Retained case tracts had been planted to signifi-
cantly larger acreages in Mississippi Soil Bank Pro-
g.ram) and Missouri (ACP). Nonretained tracts were 
~Ignificantly larger in South Carolina (ACP), see Tables 
5 and 46. Mean planting rate was greater for retained 
~racts in Georgia (Soil Bank and ACP) and "All states" 
~CP), see Tables 45 and 46. The findings are more spe-
~fic than earlier expressed by Kurtz et al. ( 1980a) for 
CP, perhaps due to a greater level of program maturity. 
Results 
Conifer component 
For both the Soil Bank Program and ACP, "All 
states," South Carolina (Soil Bank Program) and Mis-
souri (ACP) retained tract means for conifer density and 
conifer basal area were significantly greater than nonre-
tained tract means, see Tables 45 and 46. These relation-
ships are consistent with those reported earlier by Kurtz 
et a!. ( 1980a). 
Mean percent basal area in a dominant crown posi-
tion also was greater for the ACP nonretained tracts for 
"All states." In summary, stands with a greater conifer 
density and a more dominant conifer component have a 
better chance of being retained. 
Hardwood component 
Mean hardwood density was significantly greater 
for Missouri and "All states" ACP retained tracts. 
Although, mean hardwood density was significantly 
greater for Missouri and "All states" FIP nonretained 
tracts, see Tables 46 and 47 . Mean hardwood basal area 
was significantly greater for "All states" ACP retained 
tracts. 
These findings are a bit curious, since we expected 
retained case tracts would have a lesser hardwood com-
ponent than nonretained case tracts. Perhaps, in those 
instances where this is the situation, the greater produc-
tivity of retained case tracts leads to greater hardwood 
presence in the early stages of stand development. 
Silvicultural activity 
Only one variable- hardwood control - exhib-
ited any significant difference within all three programs. 
"All states" ACP retained tracts underwent a signifi-
cantly greater proportion of hardwood control practice 
applications, see Table 46. This relationship was 
expected, since the retained stand received greater man-
agement care. Likewise, it is consistent with that 
reported by Kurtz et al. ( 1980a). 
Stand Silvicultural 
Condition Factors 
As indicated earlier, 22 tracts of the 430 case tracts 
that contained some retained acreage were judged to be 
in such overall poor si lvicultural condition that they 
should not be retained. This is only 3.5 percent of the 
retained acres and 2.6 percent of the total acres, see 
Table 48. 
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Table 45. Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state (Soil 
Bank Program) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Distance Distance Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at to road to town age land area transfer1 planted rate 50 years) (miles) (miles) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acres) 
Georgia 
Group I (n=13) 81.3 0.31 5.23 44.9 519.0 0.54 78.9 888.6 
Group 2 (n= 17) 79.7 0.16 6.11 47.3 246.8 0.52 77.4 839.8 
Probability 0.485 0.024 0.241 0.553 -- 0.955 0.449 0.079 
Mississippi 
Group I (n=15) 79.7 0.13 9.13 45.5 390.7 0.47 55 .9 966.7 
Group 2 (n= 15) 84.5 0.27 8.67 46.1 144.9 0.6 29.0 973.3 
Probability 0.084 0.009 0.897 0.797 -- 0.947 0.037 0.149 
S. Carolina 
Group I (n= l8) 82.9 0.14 8.71 53.7 356.7 0.78 61.7 899.2 
Group 2 (n= 12) 83.3 0.28 9.25 53.0 163.9 0.58 42.3 923.6 
Probability 0.039 0.001 0.222 0.343 0.001 0.476 0.689 0.522 
All states 
Group I (n=46) 81.4 0.18 7.87 48.5 413 .7 0.61 64.9 917.8 
Group 2 (n=44) 82.3 0.23 7.84 48.5 189.2 0.57 51.3 908.2 
Probability 0.007 0.481 0.939 0.975 0.0 0.918 0.327 0.136 
Note: Group 1 contains only cases will al or some of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Group 2 contains only cases with non of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis- Ho: x 1 = x2 
1 Yes = 1, No = 2 
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r Table 45 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state 
(Soil Bank Program) 
Conifer component Hardwood component Silvicultural activity 
Conifer Basal Basal area Hardwood Basal Basal area Pre-
State density area dominant area dominant Site Hardwood commercial (number/ (square foot/ crown density (square foot/ crown preparation2 controF 
acre) acre) (percent) (number/acre) acre) (percent) thinning2 
Georgia 
Group I (n=13) 124.0 79.1 86.2 4.0 0.77 0.0 1.0 0.38 0.0 
Group 2 (n=17) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.47 0.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.975 --
Mississippi 
Group I (n=15) 141.2 99.7 86.7 24.9 3.2 6.0 1.0 0.6 0.0 
Group 2 (n=15) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.27 0.0 
Probability -- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.707 --
S. Carolina 
Group I (n=18) 97.4 71.8 83.3 1.67 3.8 0.0 1.0 0.22 0.0 
Group 2 (n=12) 2.0 1.3 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.08 0.0 
Probability 0.0 0.0 0.281 --- --- 0.042 --- 0.187 --
All states 
Group I (n=46) 119.4 82.9 85.2 9.9 1.4 2.0 1.0 0.4 0.0 
Group 2 (n=44) 0.6 0.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.3 0.0 
Probability 
--- --- 0.605 --- --- --- --- 0.661 --
Note: Group I contains only cases will a! or some of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Group 2 contains only cases with non of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis - Ho: x 1 = x2 
2 No = I, Yes = 2 
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Table 46. Mean difference for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state (ACP) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Distance Distance Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at to road to town age land area transfer1 planted rate 50 years) (miles) (miles) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acres) 
Georgia 
Group 1 (n=32) 80.3 0.28 6.9 51.8 316.2 0.25 24.4 649.3 
Group 2 (n=3) 83.3 0.33 8.3 36.0 257.7 0.0 13.3 534.0 
Probability 0.493 0.469 0.101 0.229 0.698 -- 0.329 0.0 
Mississippi 
Group 1 (n=34) 77.0 0.21 10.5 50.7 99.3 0.18 17.8 767.9 
Group 2 (n=l) 75.0 0.25 3.0 48.0 150.0 0.0 2.0 800.0 
Probability -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Missouri 
Group I (n=28) 59.5 0.52 16.1 49.1 292.9 0.51 12.7 679.7 
Group 2 (n=7) 55.6 0.19 10.0 46.6 405.2 0.37 6.8 420.6 
Probability 0.444 0.002 0.105 0.565 0.161 0.865 0.019 1.0 
S. Carolina 
Group 1 (n=27) 82.1 0.18 7.9 53.6 553.4 0.36 24.5 765.3 
Group 2 (n=8) 82.1 0.07 14.3 52.9 262.1 0.57 31.5 744.0 
Probability 0.167 0.151 0.173 0.255 0.0 0.673 0.48 0.707 
Note: Group I contains only cases will al or some of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Group 2 contains only cases with non of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis - Ho: x 1 = x2 
1 Yes = I, No = 2 
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Table 46 (continued). Mean difference for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state 
(ACP) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Distance Distance Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at to road to town age land area transfer1 planted rate 50 years) (miles) (miles) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acres) 
Washington 
Group I (n=33) 116.2 0.08 10.3 48.0 96.1 0.27 13.1 488.2 
Group 2 (n=6) 103.5 0.05 4.0 55.0 200.0 1.0 2.5 400.0 
Probability 0.327 0.551 0.584 0.278 0.0 0.0 0.241 1.0 
Wisconsin 
Group I (n=29) 59.5 0.05 8.4 45 .2 100.7 0.38 15.5 961.4 
Group 2 (n=6) 58.3 0.1 7.2 42.0 132.3 0.33 21.1 1,008.3 
Probability 0.186 0.719 0.781 0.623 0.612 0.772 0.598 0.711 
All states 
Group I (n=l83) 80.1 0.2 9.9 49.7 234.9 0.3 18.0 714.0 
Group 2 (n=27) 70.4 0.1 9.6 46.7 266.4 0.4 14.6 660.2 
Probability 0.072 0.0 0.378 0.501 0.0 0.577 0.277 0.005 
Note: Group 1 contains only cases will al or some of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Group 2 contains only cases with non of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis - Ho: x 1 = x2 
1 Yes = I, No = 2 
~Table 46 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state 
~ (ACP) 
c.> 
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Conifer component Hardwood component 
Conifer Basal area Hardwood Basal area Basal area Basal area 
State density dominant dominant (square foot/ density (square foot/ (number/ acre) crown (number/acre) acre) crown 
acre) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 
Group 1 (n=32) 374.9 50.5 70.0 17.3 1.2 5.6 
Group 2 (n=3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability -- -- -- -- -- --
Mississippi 
Group I (n=34) 492.5 54.6 64.4 28.2 3.9 7.1 
Group 2 (n= I ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 
-- -- -- -- -- --
Missouri 
Group 1 (n=27) 352.7 80.3 74.4 49.7 5.9 7.8 
Group 2 (n=8) 7.5 1.1 12.5 10.9 1.9 23.8 
Probability 0.0 0.0 0.215 0.0 0.1 62 0.042 
S. Carolina 
Group I (n=28) 359.9 63.2 78.6 30.9 3.2 7.1 
Group 2 (n= 7) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 
-- -- -- -- -- --
Note: Group I contains only cases will a! or some of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Group 2 contains only cases with non of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis- Ho: x1 = x2 
2 No = I, Yes = 2 
Silvicultural activity 
Pre-Site Hardwood 
commercial preparation2 controF 
thinning2 
1.0 0.13 0.0 
1.0 0.0 0.0 
-- -- --
1.0 0.18 5.8 
1.0 0.0 0 .0 
-- 0.543 --
1.0 0.37 0.11 
1.0 0.0 0.0 
-- -- --
1.0 0 .14 0.0 
1.0 0.14 0.0 
-- 0.749 --
J) 
CD 
C/l 
c: 
ijf 
I 
Table 46 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state (ACP) 
I Conifer component Hardwood component Silvicultural activity 
Conifer Basal Basal area Hardwood Basal area Pre-dominant Basal area dominant Site Hardwood State density area density (square foot/ commercial (square foot/ crown preparation2 controP (number/acre) (number./acre) acre) crown thinning2 
acre (percent) (percent) 
Washington 
Group I (n=33) 254.7 23.2 55.2 69.3 5.7 24.6 1.0 0.46 0 .0 
Group 2 (n=2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin 
Group I (n=29) 363.5 72.8 70.9 13.1 1.7 6.9 1.0 0.14 0.0 
Group 2 (n=6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.17 0.17 
Probability -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.543 --
All states 
Group I (n=183) 367.7 0.2 68.4 34.9 3.6 10.1 1.0 0.2 0.03 
Group 2 (n=27) 2.2 0.1 3.7 3.2 0.6 7.0 1.0 0.1 0.04 
Probability 0.0 0.0 0.064 0.0 0.0 0.692 -- 0.007 0.224 
Note: Group I contains only cases will al or some of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Group 2 contains only cases with non of the originally planted acreage retained. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis - Ho: x 1 = x2 
2No=l,Yes=2 
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Table 47. Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state (FIP) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Distance Distance Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at to road to town age land area transfer' planted rate 50 years) (miles) (miles) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acre) 
Georgia 
Group 1 (n=34) 774.1 0.24 6.6 52.9 590.6 0.18 48.3 660.5 
Group 2 (n= 1) 80.0 0.50 4.0 55.0 200.0 0.0 10.0 700.0 
Probability -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Mississippi 
Group I (n=33) 77.3 0.27 9.7 49.3 187.0 0.12 52.5 765.8 
Group 2 (n=2) 75.0 0.13 12.5 47.0 217.5 0.0 41.0 789.0 
Probability 0.899 0.094 1.0 0.412 1.0 -- 1.0 0.169 
Missouri 
Group 1 (n=33) 54.2 0.45 18.4 50.6 529.1 0.12 35.6 125.8 
Group 2 (n=2) 51.5 0.25 20.5 45.5 251.5 0.0 20.0 0.0 
Probability 1.0 0.736 0.994 1.0 0.63 -- 0.889 --
S. Carolina 
Group 1 (n=34) 80.9 0 .. 19 10.8 55.4 350.4 0.21 50.4 725.6 
Group 2 (n= I) 75.0 0.00 2.0 47.0 70.0 1.0 30.0 726.0 
Probability 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
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Table 47 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by 
state (FIP) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Distance Distance Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at to road to town age land area transfer ' planted rate 50 years) (miles) (miles) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acre) 
Washington 
Group I (n=34) 116.5 0.16 9.4 48.5 121.8 0.12 30.7 470.3 
Group 2 (n= l) 80.0 0.10 10.0 60.0 40.0 1.0 38.0 450.0 
Probability -- 0.70 -- -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin 
Group I (n=33) 60.0 0.06 7.5 46.4 183.2 0.30 13.2 926.7 
Group 2 (n=2) 57.5 0.00 7.5 47.5 309.0 1.0 9.5 950.0 
Probability 1.0 -- 0.44 0.041 0.592 -- 1.0 1.0 
All states 
Group I (n=201) 77.9 0.23 10.4 50.2 327.5 0.2 38.5 612.5 
Group 2 (n=9) 67.2 0.15 10.8 49.2 207.3 0.4 24.3 594.9 
Probability 0.069 0.023 0.689 0.601 0.0 0.093 0.158 0.303 
~Table 47 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state 
<g (FIP) 
w 
0, 
0 Conifer component Hardwood component Silvicultural activity 
Conifer Basal area Hardwood Basal area Pre-Basal area Basal area Site Hardwood State density dominant dominant commercial (square foot/ density (square foot/ (number/ acre) crown (number/acre) acre) crown preparation2 controF thinning2 acre) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 
Group 1 (n=34) 416.8 52.8 70.6 38.5 2.9 7.7 1.0 0.15 0.0 
Group 2 (n=l ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Mississippi 
Group 1 (n=33) 407.9 46.8 56.1 81.6 6.8 16.9 1.0 0.12 0.0 
Group 2 (n=2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.543 --
Missouri 
Group 1 (n=33) 685.6 43.6 72.6 187.5 7.3 23.2 1.0 0.48 0.03 
Group 2 (n=2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 159.0 8.5 30.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability --
-- 0.215 0.002 0.229 0.254 -- -- --
S. Carolina 
Group 1 (n=34) 381.6 62.9 56.2 35.0 3.3 5.1 1.0 0.06 0.0 
Group 2 (n= 1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.00 0.0 
Probability -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- --
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Table 47 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, by state (FIP) 
Conifer component Hardwood component Silvicultural activity 
Conifer Basal Basal area Hardwood Basal area Pre-dominant Basal area dominant Site Hardwood State density area density (square foot/ commercial (square foot/ crown preparation2 controF (number/acre) (number./acre) acre) crown thinning2 acre (percent) (percent) 
Washington 
Group 1 (n=34) 194.6 16.9 56.2 108.4 9.4 38.8 1.0 0.50 0.0 
Group 2 (n=l) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin 
Group 1 (n=33) 759.9 40.6 66.5 6.7 0.5 3.0 1.0 0.06 0.0 
Group 2 (n=2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability --
-- -- -- - - -- -- -- --
All states 
Group 1 (n=201 ) 472.3 43.9 63.9 76.0 5.1 15.8 1.0 0.21 0.0 
Group 2 (n=9) 0.0 0.0 0.0 102.0 1.9 6.7 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 0.0 0.0 -- 0.0 0.677 0.672 -- -- 0.0 
::II 
CD 
(/) 
c: 
;:::; 
(/) 
Results 
Table 48. Silvicultural condition of tracts, 
all programs 
Condition Cases Acres 
class (number) (percent) (number) (percent) 
1 13 3.0 182.0 1.4 
2 9 2.1 256.5 2.0 
3 49 11.4 1229.4 9.6 
4 211 49.1 7256.4 56.6 
5 148 34.4 3897.5 30.4 
Total 430 100.0 12,821.0 100.0 
The remaining 408 tracts should be retained, from 
the standpoint of commercial timber production. Silvi-
cultural treatment is required in order for some of the 
tracts to attain their full productive potential. Although, 
commercial timber production may not be the land-
owner's primary objective. 
The study examined various aspects of the case 
tracts with respect to their relationship to silvicultural 
condition classification. It should be re-emphasized that 
these classes were developed on the basis of economic 
aspects of managing the stands for commercial stump-
age production. They were evaluated, based on the orig-
inal planting in terms of its value for commercial 
softwood production. 
Case tracts were separated into two groups on the 
basis of condition. Group 1 contained only cases that 
should be retained (classes 3, 4 and 5). Group 2 con-
tained cases that should not be retained (classes I and 
2). Tracts that should be retained comprised well over 
90 percent of all tracts within the three programs. Con-
versely, the number of tracts that should not be retained 
was quite small. While a different grouping would have 
made for more equal numbers within the groups, inter-
pretation of the group differences would be not as mean-
ingful as the ones used. Nor would it have been 
consistent with the one used by Kurtz et al. (1980). 
The t-test was used to test for significant differences 
between the means of the pertinent characteristics, 
based on the two groupings. The results of this test are 
presented in Tables 49, 50 and 51. It should be noted 
that because missing values are excluded, some t-test 
statistics were not computed at the state level. 
Because one of the groups (usually tracts that 
should not be retained) either had no observations or 
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had only one observation precluded computation of a 
mean or the means were identical. These specific 
instances are all noted by the symbol "---" in the Proba-
bility row. 
(Due to insufficient Soil Bank Program case tracts 
that should not be retained, no significant differences 
were expressed for any of the Soil Bank variables, see 
Table 49). 
Photo 8. A 3D-year-old Loblolly/slash pine Soli Bank Program planta-
tion that has received very little management. 
Tract characteristics 
The mean site index was significantly greater for 
Georgia, Washington, Wisconsin and "All States," see 
Table 50. For FIP tracts, the mean site index for Georgia 
and Missouri was significantly larger for tracts that 
should be retained than for tracts that should not be 
retained. For "All states" FIP tracts, the converse was 
true, see Table 51. This pattern is consistent with those 
findings reported by Kurtz et al. ( 1980). 
You expect that those sites of greater productivity 
would be more likely to be retained, and this is the case. 
For the Soil Bank Program, the sites with the greater site 
index have been harvested. Therefore, tracts within this 
program are consistent with others, even though no sig-
nificant difference is demonstrable. 
Ownership characteristics 
The mean applicant's age was significantly greater 
for ACP Wisconsin owners of tracts that should be 
retained than owners of tracts that should not be 
retained. Also, for both ACP and FIP, mean applicant's 
land area was significantly greater for owners of tracts 
that should be retained than owners of tracts that should 
not be retained, see Tables 50 and 51. 
Obviously, those tracts in larger acreage owner-
r 
Table 49. Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases in retainable condition and non-retainable condition, 
by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Retention Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at 50 years) age land area transfer1 planted rate (percent) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acre) 
Georgia 
Group I (n=13) 81.3 58.3 44.9 519.0 0.54 79.0 888.6 
Group 2 (n=O) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Mississippi 
Group 1 (n= l5) 79.7 82.5 45 .5 390.7 0.47 55.9 966.7 
Group 2 (n=O) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability ---
--- --- --- --- --- ---
S. Carolina 
Group I (n= 17) 82.4 76.4 53.6 367.8 0.8 62.8 880.5 
Group 2 (n=l) 90.0 11.4 56.0 168.0 1.0 44.0 1200.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- 0.0 ---
All states 
Group I (n=45) 81.2 73.2 48.4 419.1 0.6 65. 1 911.6 
Group 2 (n=l ) 90.0 11.4 56.0 168.0 1.0 44.0 1200.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
1 Yes = I, No = 2 
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~ Table 49 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with stands in retainable condition and nonre-
cg tainable condition, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
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Conifer component Hardwood component Silvicultural activity 
Conifer Basal Basal area Hardwood Basal Basal area Pre-density dominant dominant Site Hardwood State area density area commercial (number/ (square foot/ crown (square foot/ crown preparation2 controF 
acre) acre) (percent) (number/acre) acre) (percent) thinning
2 
Georgia 
Group I (n= l3) 124.6 79.1 86.2 4.0 0.8 0.0 1.0 0.38 0.0 
Group 2 (n=O) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Mississippi 
Group I (n=l5) 141.2 99.7 86.7 24.9 3.2 6.0 1.0 0.6 0.0 
Group 2 (n=O) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
S. Carolina 
Group I (n= I 7) 90.6 74.2 82.4 1.7 0.41 0.0 1.0 0.24 0 .0 
Group 2 (n=l ) 60.0 30.5 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 0.0 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
All states 
Group I (n=45) 120.7 84.1 84.9 11.0 1.4 2.0 1.0 0.4 0.0 
Group 2 (n=l) 60.0 30.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 0.0 0.0 --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Note: Group I contains those cases that should be retained - condition classes 3, 4 and 5. 
Group 2 contains those cases that should not be retained - condition classes I and 2. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis- Ho: x1 = x2 
2No = I, Yes= 2 
:D 
CD (/) 
£. 
Cii 
r 
Table SO. Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with stands in retained condition and 
nonretained condition, by state (ACP) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Retention Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at age land area transfer' planted rate 50 years) (percent) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acre) 
Georgia 
Group l (n=30) 80.1 99.7 52.1 295.6 0.23 25.2 649.3 
Group 2 (n=2) 82.5 57.1 47.0 625.0 0.5 12.0 550.0 
Probability 0.9 0.0 l.O 0.529 0.222 0.189 0.585 
Mississippi 
Group l (n=33) 77.2 95 .9 50.9 99.9 0.15 16.6 775.9 
Group 2 (n= l) 70.0 68.9 45.0 80.0 l.O 58.0 500.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Missouri 
Group I (n=26) 58.7 92.3 48.7 299.3 0.5 11.3 671.3 
Group 2 (n= l) 80.0 100.0 60.0 127.0 l.O 50.0 900.0 
Probability 
--- --- --- --- --- --- ---
S. Carolina 
Group l (n=27) 82.9 96.18 53.8 572.9 0.37 25.2 763.7 
Group 2 (n=l) 70.0 28.6 45.0 25.0 0.0 7.0 806.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
1Yes = l,No = 2 
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Table 50 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with stands in retained condition 
and nonretained condition, by state (ACP) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Retention Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at age land area transfer' planted rate 50 years) (percent) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acres) 
Washington 
Group 1 (n=31) 116.6 96.3 47.4 96.4 0.26 13.35 489.0 
Group 2 (n=2) 110.5 75.0 57.5 90.5 0.5 9.5 475.0 
Probability 0.907 0.006 0.589 1.0 0.245 0.821 0.378 
Wisconsin 
Group I (n=25) 59.8 90.2 45.6 101.2 0.4 17.3 975.2 
Group 2 (n=4) 57.5 56.9 43.0 97.5 0.25 3.8 875.0 
Probability 0.419 0.005 0.061 0.328 1.0 0.025 0.003 
All states 
Group I (n=172) 80.3 95.3 49.8 238.0 0.31 18.2 713.4 
Group 2 (n=ll) 76.0 63.6 48.3 186.6 0.45 15.7 723.3 
Probability 0.777 0.0 0.254 0.002 0.499 0.435 1.0 
1Yes = l,No = 2 
r 
Table SO (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with stands in retainable and nonretainable 
condition, by state (ACP) 
Conifer component Hardwood component Silvicultural activity 
Conifer Basal Basal area Hardwood Basal Basal area Pre-dominant dominant Site Hardwood State density area density area commercial (square foot/ crown (square foot/ crown preparation2 controF (number/acre) 
acre) (percent) (number/acre) acre) (percent) thinning
2 
Georgia 
Group 1 (n=30) 383.6 51.9 71.7 18.4 1.2 6.0 1.0 0.13 0.0 
Group 2 (n=2) 245.5 28.5 45.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 0.671 1.0 0.796 --- --- --- --- --- ---
Mississippi 
Group I (n=33) 500.7 54.7 64.8 26.0 3.1 6.9 1.0 0.15 0.1 
Group 2 (n=1) 223.0 51.0 50.0 99.0 30.0 10.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 
Probability --- ---
--- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Missouri 
Group 1 (n=26) 362.2 83.2 765 50.2 5.3 5.3 1.0 0.38 0.1 
Group 2 (n= 1) 107.0 30.0 20.0 36.0 22.0 70.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 
--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
S. Carolina 
Group 1 (n=27) 371.3 65.0 78.9 32.1 3.3 7.4 1.0 0.15 0.0 
Group 2 (n= I) 50.0 15.0 70.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 
--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Note: Group 1 contains those cases that should be retained - condition classes 3, 4 and 5. 
Group 2 contains those cases that should not be retained -condition classes 1 and 2. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis- Ho: x1 = x2. 
2No=l,Yes = 2 
;'i Table 50 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with stands in retainable and nonretainable 
<al condition, by state (ACP) 
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Conifer component Hardwood component Silvicultural activity 
Conifer Basal Basal area Hardwood Basal Basal area Pre-
State density area dominant density area dominant Site Hardwood commercial (number/ (square crown (number/ (square crown preparation2 controF thinning2 
acre) foot/acre) (percent) acre) foot/acre) (percent) 
Washington 
Group 1 (n=31 ) 263.0 23.9 56.1 63.7 5.5 22.6 1.0 0.48 0.0 
Group 2 (n=2) 125.5 11.5 40.0 99.5 9.5 55.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 0.307 0.173 0.879 0.729 1.0 0.453 --- --- ---
Wisconsin 
Group 1 (n=25) 411.9 83.2 47.5 9.9 1.8 4.0 1.0 0.16 0.0 
Group 2 (n=4) 60.0 7.5 0.006 32.8 7.5 25.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 0.1 39 0.004 --- 0.308 0.0 0.089 --- --- ---
All states 
Group 1 (n=172) 383.3 58.6 69.9 34.4 3.2 9.0 1.0 0.2 0.02 
Group 2 (n=11) 123.4 18.7 45.5 42.3 9.2 26.4 1.0 0.1 0.0 
Probability 0.021 0.006 0.071 0.223 0.0 0.031 --- 0.209 ---
Note: Group I contains those cases that should be retained - condition classes 3, 4 and 5. 
Group 2 contains those cases that should not be retained - condition classes I and 2. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis - Ho: x 1 = x2. 
2No = l,Yes=2 
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Table 51. Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retainable and nonretainable condition, 
by state (FIP) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Retention Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at age land area transfer1 planted rate 50 years) (percent) (years) (acres) (acres) (number./ acre) 
Georgia 
Group I (n=32) 78.6 98.9 51.8 600.8 0.12 49.6 663.4 
Group 2 (n=2) 59.0 100.0 69.5 428.0 0.0 27.5 613.5 
Probability 0.108 --- 0.324 0.71 --- 0.943 0.293 
Mississippi 
Group I (n=3l) 77.3 96.7 48.4 179.7 0.09 52.5 767.5 
Group 2 (n=2) 77.5 100.0 62.0 300.0 0.5 52.5 739.0 
Probability 0.743 --- 0.336 --- 0.51 0.838 0.571 
Missouri 
Group I (n=31) 54.4 97.5 50.6 549.0 0.1 35.0 133.4 
Group 2 (n=2) 52.5 100.0 49.5 220.0 0.5 45.0 0.0 
Probability 0.012 --- 1.0 0.481 0.051 0.453 ---
S. Carolina 
Group I (n=34) 80.9 94.3 55.4 350.4 0.21 50.4 725.6 
Group 2 (n=O) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 
--- --- --- --- --- --- ---
1 Yes = I, No = 2 
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Table 51 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with retained and nonretained acreage, 
by state (FIP) 
Tract Ownership Practice application 
Site index Retention Applicant's Applicant's Owner Area Planting State (height at age land area transfer1 planted rate 50 years) (percent) (years) (acres) (acres) (number/acre) 
Washington 
Group 1 (n=31) 116.2 101.3 48.2 127.4 0.1 31.7 465.8 
Group 2 (n=3) 120.0 92.9 51.3 64.0 0.3 20.0 516.6 
Probability 0.275 0.501 0.597 0.175 0.074 0.754 0.568 
Wisconsin 
Group 1 (n=32) 60.3 90.4 46.4 186.8 0.28 13.3 930.7 
Group 2 (n=1) 50.0 60.0 45.0 71.0 1.0 10.0 800.0 
Probability --- --- --- ---
--- --- 0.0 
All states 
Group 1 (n=l91 ) 77.9 96.4 50.2 333.3 0.2 38.8 618.1 
Group 2 (n=10) 78.8 93.9 56.1 215.9 0.4 32.0 505.5 
Probability 0.031 0.632 0.475 0.003 0.07 0.142 0.988 
1Yes = I, No= 2 
r 
Table 51 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with stands in retainable condition and 
nonretainable condition, by state (FIP) 
Conifer component Hardwood component Sil vicultural activity 
Conifer Basal Basal area Hardwood Basal Basal area Pre-
State density area dominant density area dominant Site Hardwood commercial (number/ (square crown (number/ (square crown preparation2 controF thinning2 
acre) foot/acre) (percent) acre) foot/acre) (percent) 
Georgia 
Group 1 (n=32) 419.4 54.7 72.8 29.5 2.4 7.5 1.0 0.15 0.0 
Group 2 (n=2) 375.0 21.5 35.0 181.5 10.5 10.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 1.0 0.457 0.008 0.001 0.596 1.0 --- 0.689 ---
Mississippi 
Group 1 (n=31 ) 419.7 48.6 57.7 74.5 6.1 15.8 1.0 0.13 0.0 
Group 2 (n=2) 225.0 17.5 30.0 192.5 17.5 35.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 0.525 0.354 0.333 0.291 0.466 0.428 --- --- ---
Missouri 
Group 1 (n=31) 719.3 45.9 61.5 ' 185.2 7.5 20.9 1.0 0.5 0.03 
Group 2 (n=2) 164.0 8.0 65.0 68.6 11.5 57.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 0.424 0.298 0.201 0.573 0.147 0.154 --- --- ---
S. Carolina 
Group 1 (n=34) 381.6 62.9 72.6 35.0 3.3 5.1 1.0 0.06 0.0 
Group 2 (n=O) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Probability 
--- --- --- ---
---- --- --- --- ---
Note: Group I contains those cases that should be retained- condition classes 3, 4 and 5. 
Group 2 contains those cases that should not be retained - condition classes I and 2. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis- Ho: x1 = x2. 
2No = I, Yes= 2 
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"J Table 51 (continued). Mean differences for selected characteristics between cases with stands in retainable condition and nonretain-
cg able condition, by state (FIP) 
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Conifer component Hardwood component 
Conifer Basal Basal area Hardwood Basal Basal area dominant dominant State density area density area (square crown (square foot/ crown (number/acre) foot/acre) (percent) (number/acre) acre) (percent) 
Washington 
Group 1 (n=31) 206.7 17.9 59.7 101.1 8.2 37.4 
Group 2 (n=3) 69.0 7.0 20.0 184.0 22.0 53.3 
Probability 0.334 0.319 0.565 0.003 0.0 0.111 
Wisconsin 
Group 1 (n=32) 781.2 41.6 67.7 4.8 0.25 1.9 
Group 2 (n= l) 82.0 10.0 30.0 0.0 9.0 40.0 
Probability --- --- --- --- --- ---
All states 
Group 1 (n=l91 ) 487.5 45.6 65.6 70.5 4.6 14.5 
Group 2 (n=lO) 181.8 12.5 35.0 182.1 15.4 40.5 
Probability 0.005 0.003 0.017 0.486 0.0 0.629 
Note: Group I contains those cases that should be retained- condition classes 3, 4 and 5. 
Group 2 contains those cases that should not be retained -condition classes I and 2. 
Probability value is the pooled variance estimate of the two-tailed test for the null hypothesis- Ho: x1 = x2. 
2No = I, Yes = 2 
Silvicultural activity 
Pre-Site Hardwood 
commercial preparation2 controF thinning2 
1.0 0.52 0.0 
1.0 0.33 0.0 
--- 0.579 ---
1.0 0.06 0.0 
1.0 0.0 0.0 
--- --- ---
1.0 0.2 0.1 
1.0 0.1 0.0 
--- 0 .331 ---
., 
ships have been maintained in a better condition. FIP 
tracts in Mississippi, Missouri, Washington and "All 
states" that should be retained experienced ownership 
transfer a significantly greater amount than tracts that 
should not be retained, see Table 51 . 
This is an interesting finding that seems contradic-
tory, since you expect that owner-transferred tracts 
Would most likely be fragmented for development. 
Practice application 
Both the mean area planted and the mean planting 
rate were significantly greater only for ACP tracts in 
Wisconsin that should be retained, see Table 50. Over-
aU, however, the larger tracts tended to be in better con-
dition than smaller tracts and planting rate differences 
Were appropriate for the species planted. 
Conifer component 
AU three measures of the conifer component were 
significantly different for "All states," for both ACP and 
FIP, see Tables 50 and 51 . The mean conifer density, 
mean basal area and mean basal area in a dominant 
crown position were all significantly greater for tracts 
that should be retained. This is expected, since those 
tracts in more favorable condition would have the more 
dominant conifer component. 
Wind damage 
Wind damage had negligible effect on the condition 
class, see Table 52. The only wind damage noted was 
the result of Hurricane Hugo in South Carolina. 
11 9. Moat of the Soil Bank Program plantations In South Caro-
line that were destroyed by Hurricane Hugo In 1989 were replanted. 
owever, some of them were naturally regenerated, as pictured. 
Results 
Disease and insect presence 
A majority of the tracts with disease and insect presence 
were in the southern states of Georgia, Mississippi and 
South Carolina. However, the presence of disease and 
insects appeared to have little overall effect on plantation 
condition, see Tables 53 and 54. All cases with either disease 
or insects were judged to be retained. 
Table 52. Presence of wind damage, by condition 
class 
Soil Bank ACP FIP 
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
State 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Georgia 
Mississippi 
Missouri -- -- -- -- --
S. Carolina 2 2 2 2 1 4 I 
Washington -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin -- -- -- -- --
Table 53. Presence of disease, by condition class 
Soil Bank ACP FIP 
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
State 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Georgia 3 1 4 3 3 1 3 0 
Mississippi I I 
Missouri -- -- -- -- --
S. Carolina 3 7 I 1 2 3 
Washington -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin -- -- -- -- --
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Table 54. Presence of insects, by condition class 
Soil Bank ACP FIP 
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
State 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Georgia 3 1 4 3 3 1 3 0 
Mississippi 1 1 0 
Missouri -- -- -- -- --
S. Carolina 3 7 1 1 2 3 
Washington -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin -- -- -- -- --
Hardwood component 
In all states where a hardwood component was 
present for tracts that should not be retained, mean hard-
wood density, mean basal area and mean basal area in a 
dominant crown position was greater than for tracts that 
should be retained. This relationship is expected and 
consistent with Kurtz eta!. ( 1980), since excessive hard-
wood encroachment was the chief cause for lower stand 
condition. For ACP "All states" and Wisconsin, only the 
mean basal area and the mean basal area in a dominant 
crown position had a significant difference between 
groups, see Table 50. For FIP, the mean hardwood den-
sity in Georgia and Washington and the mean basal area 
in Washington and "All states" were significantly differ-
ent between the groups, see Table 51. 
Silvicultural activity 
Site preparation, hardwood control and precommer-
cial thinning were measured between the two groups. 
While no mean significant differences were found 
between any groups tested for any measure, the overall 
indication is that a higher level of silvicultural activity is 
related to the retainable condition classes. 
Site preparation 
A higher frequency of site preparation occurred on 
sites in retainable condition than those in non-retainable 
condition, see Table 55. 
Underplanting 
Underplanting only took place on sample tracts in 
Mississippi, Missouri and Washington, see Table 56. 
The practice appears to not have had a substantial detri-
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Table 55. Site preparation, by condition class 
--
ACP FIP Soil Bank 
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
-
State 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
-::::: 
Georgia 6 1 6 2 5 13 12 1 1 2 21 9 
-Mississippi 2 3 10 I 2 17 14 2 2 29 0 
-Missouri 1 11 7 8 2 5 22 4 
r---------r---------4----------+---------
1 6 13 8 5 23 6 S. Carolina 1 0 3 0 14 
r---------r---------4----------+----------
Washington -- -- -- -- -- I I 25 6 1 2 29 2 
r--------+---------+--------~--------_/ 
3 1 6 19 l 2 3 Wisconsin 
Table 56. Underplanting, by condition class 
--Soil Bank ACP FIP 
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
...--
State 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Georgia 
Mississippi 1 I 3 I 
Missouri -- -- -- -- --
S. Carolina 
Washington -- -- -- -- -- 4 I 
Wisconsin -- -- -- -- -- 1 1 I 
mental effect on stand condition within those instances 
where it was applied. Interestingly, a much lower fre-
quency of underplanting was recorded in this study than 
reported earlier for the ACP by Kurtz et a!. ( 1980). 
Hardwood control 
Hardwood control was found to have been applied 
almost exclusively on tracts that are in the retainable 
condition classes, see Table 57. 
Precommercial thinning 
Only six instances of precommercial thinning were 
recorded, making it difficult to describe the relationship 
between practice application and stand condition. The 
practice was recorded only in Mississippi and Missouri, 
~ 
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'fable 57. Hardwood control, by condition class 
--
Soil Bank ACP FIP 
...___ 
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
State 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
~ 
Georgia 
I-- 3 2 I 3 4 I 
Mississippi 
r-- I I 7 I I 3 I 4 0 
Missouri 
r-- -- -- -- -- -- 2 2 6 2 II 3 
S. Carolina 
r--- 4 2 I I I I 
Washington 
r-- -- -- -- -- -- 12 3 I 14 2 
Wisconsin 
-- -- -- -- -- I 3 2 
~1abte 58. Precommercial thinning, by condition ass 
--- Soil Bank ACP FIP 
----
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
State 
~ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Georgia 
~ 
Mtssissip . ~pt 
Missouri 
-- -- -- -- -- 2 I 
-:----::.:: ~na 
~ton -- -- -- -- --
w· tsconsin 
-- -- -- -- --
states where technical advice from state foresters or 
consultants might have a significant influence on the 
owner's forest management actions, see Table 57. 
Commercial thinning 
I 
f Commercial thinning had been applied to a substan-
tal number of Soil Bank Program and ACP tracts and a 
~ew FIP tracts. With only one exception, all tracts were 
tn the retainable condition classes. As expected, com-
mercial thinning was most prevalent where markets 
existed for smaller diameter material, see Table 59. 
Results 
Table 59. Commercial thinning, by condition class 
Soil Bank ACP FIP 
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
State 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Georgia 3 I 4 2 2 
Mississippi 2 I 8 I I 
Missouri -- -- -- -- -- 5 
S. Carolina 3 13 I I 2 I 
Washington -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin -- -- -- -- -- 14 
Table 60. Final harvest, by condition class 
Soil Bank ACP FIP 
(cases) (cases) (cases) 
State 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
Georgia 2 I 2 
Mississippi 3 
Missouri -- -- -- -- --
S. Carolina I 2 2 
Washington -- -- -- -- --
Wisconsin -- -- -- -- --
Final harvest 
A number of Soil Bank Program case tracts and one 
FIP tract were found to have been replanted to trees fol-
lowing a final harvest. Although the existing stands were 
quite young, we made a condition assessment. Only one 
stand was judged to be in nonretainable, due to insuffi-
cient conifer stocking, see Table 60. 
Discriminant Analyses 
A stepwise discriminant analysis procedure was 
applied to each of two sets of variables. It determined 
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their predictive relationship to case tract retention and 
condition. A pooled data set, comprised of all the ACP 
and the FIP case tract observations, was used in order to 
have a sufficient data base for analysis. Soil Bank Pro-
gram cases were not included, since the program is sub-
stantially more mature than the other programs and a 
large proportion of the cases were harvested. Plus, the 
program was substantially different in implementation. 
The following sets of dependent and independent 
variables were used in the respective procedures. Vari-
ables were selected for inclusion, based on the signifi-
cance (as measured by the T-test) of their respective 
mean differences, as discussed in the previous section. 
Retention 
Retained/Not retained 
SI - Site index 
D - Distance to road 
LA- Applicant's land area 
PR - Planting rate 
AP - Area planted 
CD - Conifer density 
HD - Hardwood density 
Condition 
Retainable/Not retainable 
SI- Site index 
LA- Applicant's land area 
AP - Area planted 
CD - Conifer density 
HB - Hardwood basal area 
A total of 420 case tract observations were included 
in the analysis of retained/not retained cases. This repre-
sents all of the cases examined for both ACP and FIP. 
Only 384 case tract observations were included in the 
retainable/not retainable condition analysis . This 
smaller number represents the retained cases examined 
for the two programs. 
Each of the discriminant analysis procedures (SAS 
Institute, 1990) was used to obtain the linear discrimi-
nant functions for the independent variables selected for 
each of the two groups within each analysis. The 
selected independent variables combine with their 
respective coefficients to form predictive equations that 
provide criteria upon which to group observations. 
The groups in the cases examined are based on 
retained/not retained cases and retainablelnot retainable 
condition classes. The effectiveness of the predictive 
equations were then measured by use of the classifica-
tory discriminant analysis process. The predictive equa-
tion classify each of the sampled observations as to its 
probable status. The number and percent of correctly 
and incorrectly classified observations are reported and 
misclassified observations are identified. 
Tract retention 
The following variables were selected for inclusion 
in the predictive equations for case tract retention and 
nonretention. A forward and backward process using 
Wilks' lambda as the criterion in both directions was 
used in selecting variables for inclusion, see Table 61. 
The predictive equations showing the determinant 
variables selected by the stepwise procedure; and the 
magnitude and direction of variable coefficients deter-
mined by the linear discriminant procedure are shown 
below: 
Retained = - 12.3657 + 0.0128 (CD) + 0.2229 (SI) + 
0.0332 (AP) + 2.7099 (D) 
Not retained= -8.6755 + 0.0051 (CD) + 0.1705 (SI) + 0.0173 
(AP) + 1.7668 (D) 
With the use of zero-one as the dependent variable, 
the value of an observation as evaluated by either equa-
tion is the posterior probability of that case tract being 
either retained or not retained. The sum of the values for 
a single observation from the two equations will be 1.0. 
Table 61. Discriminant variables in order of selection, partial R2 
and Wilks' lambda 
Variable Partial R2 Wilks' lambda 
CD - Conifer density 0.1664 0.8336 
SI - Site index 0.656 0.7789 
D - Distance to road 0.0123 0.7693 
AP - Area planted 0.0098 0.7618 
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The classification of that observation then is based on 
the larger of the two values. 
While the signs on independent variables in both 
equations are all positive and the signs on the constant 
terms are negative, there exists substantial differences in 
magnitude of the regression coefficients. Obviously, 
there are similarities for selection between both groups. 
Current conifer density (CD) is the most significant 
selection variable, primarily since the retained case 
tracts would have some conifer trees present and nonre-
tained tracts would not have conifer species present, 
generally. 
Site index (SI) also serves to discriminate between 
case tracts based on retention, since the more productive 
sites were more likely to be retained. 
Acres planted (AP- case tract size) is important 
because larger tracts tend to be retained, due to both 
magnitude of capital investment in stand establishment, 
as well as economies of scale in production. 
Finally, distance to an all-weather road (D) is an 
index, not only of accessibility for forestry production 
but also of development potential. The further a tract is 
from a road, the more likely it is to be used for timber 
Production, hence retained. Conversely, the closer it is 
to the road, the more likely it is to be developed for non-
timber production use. 
Accuracy of prediction of individual observations 
into their correct category, based on posterior probabil-
ity, was 93.8 percent. As shown in Table 62, 98.2 per-
cent of the retained cases were accurately predicted, 
While only 47.2 percent of the nonretained cases were 
accurately predicted. Thus, the model has a greater 
degree of accuracy in predicting retained cases. This is 
largely because of the difference in representative sizes 
of the two categories. 
While the procedure used identifies misclassified 
observations for further analysis, it was deemed to be of 
not significant relevance at this time to warrant further 
examination. 
Results 
Table 62. Discriminant analysis resubstitu-
tion summary 
Retained No Yes Total 
No 17.0 19.0 36.0 
47.2 52.8 100.0 
Yes 7.0 377.0 384.0 
1.8 98.2 100.0 
Tract condition 
The following variables were selected for inclusion 
in the predictive equations for case tracts retained and 
not retained, based on conifer stand condition. The same 
statistical procedure, as previously described, was used 
in selecting the variables for inclusion, see Table 63. 
The predictive equations showing the determinant 
variables selected by the stepwise procedure, and the 
magnitude and direction of variable coefficients deter-
mined by the linear discriminant procedure are below: 
Retainable = -11 .8857 + 0.0129 (CD) + 0.0700 (HB) + 
0.2115 (SI) + 0.0357 (AP) 
Not retainable = -12.7010 + 0.0088 (CD)+ 0.3071 (HB) + 
0.1827 (SI) + 0.0173 (AP) 
Current hardwood basal area (HB) is the most sig-
nificant selection variable, primarily since retainable 
case tracts would have no or only a slight presence of a 
hardwood component. While the opposite would be true 
for tracts in a non-retainable condition. 
Conifer density is the next most important discrimi-
natory variable, since appropriate conifer density is 
important for classification into the retainable condition 
category. A low conifer stocking would be cause to clas-
sify a stand into the nonretainable condition category. 
Site index (Sl) also serves to discriminate between 
case tracts based on condition, since the more produc-
Table 63. Discriminant variables in order of selection, partial 
R2 and Wilks' lambda 
Variable Partial R2 Wilks' lambda 
HB - Hardwood basal area 0.0916 0.9084 
CD- Conifer density 0.0332 0.8782 
SI - Site index 0.0162 0.8640 
AP - Area planted 0.0106 0.8548 
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tive sites are more likely to be in a retainable condition 
category. In contrast, however, the more productive sites 
are most likely to have high hardwood encroachment, 
resulting in a relatively high hardwood density that 
would ultimately lower the condition classification of an 
individual case tract. 
Finally, acres planted (AP- case tract size) is 
important because larger tracts tend to be managed more 
intensively for retention, due to both magnitude of capi-
tal investment in stand establishment, as well as econo-
mies of scale in production. 
Accuracy of prediction of individual observations 
into their correct category, based on posterior probabil-
ity was 93.5 percent. As shown in the Table 64, 96.9 per-
cent of the retainable cases were accurately predicted. 
Only 19.1 percent of the non-retainable cases were 
accurately predicted. Thus, the model has a greater 
degree of accuracy in predicting retainable cases, 
largely because of the difference in representative sizes 
of the two categories. 
While the procedure used identifies misclassified 
observations for further analysis, it was decided that at 
this time, further examination was not warranted. 
Table 64. Discriminant analysis resubstitu-
tion summary 
Retained No Yes Total 
No 4 .0 17.0 21.0 
19.1 81.0 100.0 
Yes 8.0 355.0 363.0 
3.1 96.9 100.0 
Carbon sequestration 
Carbon sequestration, by conifer plantings estab-
lished through participation in the various programs 
between 1961 and 1988, was estimated by state for the 
three programs considered. 
Considerable amounts of carbon sequestration were 
estimated for plantings established under the three pro-
grams. A great potential remains for these programs to 
contribute significantly to carbon sequestration, and ulti-
mately atmospheric improvement. Estimates were 
developed first for the sample case tracts actually 
inspected (on a per-acre basis) . They were then 
expanded to a state level, based on program acreages 
established for each year. 
A primary assumption is that the sample case tracts 
are representative of all tracts established in terms of 
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composition, management practice application and 
degree of retention. 
Photo 1 0. Inside a 25-year-old Douglas fir ACP plantation In Wash-
ington. 
Methods 
All stands were assumed to be grown over a normal 
rotation, then harvested. Where possible, annual incre-
mental carbon yield (tons per acre) was based on sec-
ondary estimates, by region and species, for forestland, 
cropland and pastureland (Moulton and Richards, 1990. 
Tables 5, 7 and 9). These yields are presented in Table 
65 in the form of coefficients of annual sequestration 
measured in tons per acre. 
For Georgia, Mississippi and Washington, adjust-
ments were made to the Moulton and Richards data to 
reflect differences between species currently planted, as 
reported in Moulton and Richards ( 1990). Those planted 
over the past three decades were evaluated in this study. 
For example, Longleaf pine planting now is more preva-
lent than it was during the Soil Bank Program. 
In Georgia and Mississippi, yield tables for second-
growth southern pines, for an average si te index, and for 
Longleaf and Shortleaf pines were used to estimate 
growth volumes (USDA Forest Service, n.d.). 
In Georgia, the same carbon sequestration coeffi-
cient was arbitrarily assigned to Virginia pine, since the 
species has similar enough growth habits to Longleaf 
and Shortleaf pines. 
In Mississippi, the same coefficient for Longleaf 
pine was assigned to Eastern red cedar, since it has a 
comparable volume yield of 3,100 cubic foot per acre at 
40 years (Walker, 1967). 
In Washington, sequestration coefficient estimates 
Results 
Table 65. Incremental carbon yields for tree establishment on forestland, pastureland 
and cropland, by state and species 
State Species 
Georgia Loblolly pine 
Slash pine 
Longleaf pine 
Virginia pine 
Mississippi Loblolly pine 
Slash pine 
Eastern red cedar 
Missouri Shortleaf pine 
Eastern red cedar 
S. Carolina Loblolly pine 
Slash pine 
f-
Longleaf pine 
Washington Douglas fir 
Ponderosa pine 
Western red cedar 
Grand fir 
Western hemlock 
Wisconsin Red pine 
White/Norway spruce 
._ 
White pine 
1 Incremental forestland carbon yields 
2Incremental pastureland (dry soils) carbon yields 
3Incremental cropland (dry soils) carbon yields 
Source: Moulton and Richards ( 1990) 
Forestland 1 Pastureland2 Cropland3 
(tons/acre/year) (tons/acre/year) (tons/acre/year) 
0.6 2.0 2.8 
0.4 2.2 3.1 
0.1 1.6 2.2 
0.1 1.6 2.2 
0.9 2.4 2.7 
0.1 2.7 3.1 
0.1 2.7 3.1 
0.4 1.7 2.1 
0.1 0.5 2.9 
0.6 2.0 2.8 
0.4 2.2 3.1 
0.1 1.6 2.2 
2.7 1.7 3.6 
0.8 1.2 0.9 
2.3 1.4 3.1 
2.5 1.6 3.3 
0.4 0.2 0.5 
0.9 1.7 2.1 
0.7 23.6 4.7 
0.1 1.2 1.5 
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for forest establishment for Western red cedar of 2.3 
tons per acre per year and Grand fir of 2.5 tons per acre 
per year were based on their relatively slower growth 
rate than Douglas fir of 2.7 tons per acre per year (Moul-
ton and Richards, 1990). 
The carbon sequestration coefficient for forest 
establishment for Western hemlock was estimated by 
comparing its timber yield to the yield of Douglas fir for 
the same geographic area and age span, (Alig, R.J., 
1992. Yield tables for Douglas fir and Western hemlock 
from the Washington Timber Supply Study, unpublished 
draft). 
The result showed that the Western hemlock yield is 
only 13 percent of the Douglas fir yield. Therefore, 0.13 
multiplied by 2.7 (coefficient for Douglas fir) equals 0.4. 
This is used as the coefficient for Western hemlock. 
For each of these latter three species, the ratio 
established for forestry establishment relative to Dou-
glas fir was carried over to both pasture and cropland 
establishment in coefficient development. 
In order to account for the different species found 
on individual case tracts within programs and states, and 
to account for different incremental sequestration rates 
based on the existing land use before plantation estab-
lishment, it was necessary to develop weighted species 
coefficients. These coefficients were weighted by the 
number of acres in previous uses multiplied by the 
incremental sequestration coefficient for that species 
and prior land use. 
These coefficients were then used in the computa-
tions described following: 
Total carbon sequestered was calculated only to the 
point of harvest. Likewise, failed/nonretained case tracts 
were treated as if they had sequestered no carbon. Four 
age groups were placed within each tract to make esti-
mates of carbon sequestration: zero to nine years, 10 to 
19 years, 20 to 29 years and 30 years or more. 
Representativeness of sample is critical in this case, 
as it affects the estimated aggregate level of carbon 
being sequestered. Tracts were grouped by 10-year age 
categories. It was assumed that all tracts within an age 
group would sequester carbon at the same rate, relative 
to the main species planted. 
It also was assumed that negligible carbon would be 
sequestered during the first five years following estab-
lishment. Therefore, only 50 percent of the total that 
might be sequestered during this period was assigned to 
the plantings. A proportionate amount of the total, based 
on the amount of timber removed in an operation, was 
allocated for timber removals that occurred during thin-
ning and harvesting. 
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Total amount sequestered 
The greatest amount of carbon sequestered was by 
the Soil Bank Program plantings, followed by the ACP 
and the FIP plantings, see Table 66. The primary reason 
for this is due to the level of maturity of the Soil Bank 
plantings. 
All of the Soil Bank plantings were in age group 
four, with one exception. The major portion of the car-
bon sequestered by ACP was in age group three - plan-
tations that still were relatively young. Age group two 
plantations were represented in all states, like group 
three plantations. Hence, they should continue with the 
process of carbon sequestration. 
Plantations only in age groups one and two were 
found for FIP. Interestingly, the FIP plantations in age 
group two contributed a greater proportion of carbon 
sequestration than age group two for ACP. 
For the Soil Bank, plantings in South Carolina, fol-
lowed closely by Georgia, sequestered the greatest 
amounts of carbon, see Table 66. Plantings established 
under ACP in Wisconsin sequestered the greatest 
amount of carbon. 
For FIP, the greatest amount of carbon was seques-
tered in South Carolina, followed by Georgia. Interest-
ingly, in age group one, the largest quantity of 
sequestered carbon was found in Mississippi. 
Sequestered, then removed 
A relatively negligible amount of carbon was esti-
mated to have been sequestered, then removed through 
thinning and harvesting, see Table 67. The greatest 
amount removed through the thinning process was for 
the ACP plantings, especially in Wisconsin and South 
Carolina where a substantial number of commercial 
thinnings were recorded. It is possible that as the FIP 
plantings become more mature, a greater proportion of 
thinnings than in ACP will remove larger amounts of 
sequestered carbon. A relatively small quantity was esti-
mated for the Soil Bank Program plantings, since any 
thinning that occurred was obscured by final harvest. 
The greatest quantity of sequestered carbon 
removed through final harvest was estimated for Soil 
Bank plantings, as expected, see Table 67. Due to pro-
gram maturity, only minor amounts had been removed 
through final harvest for both ACP and FIP. 
Results 
Table 66. Total carbon sequestration through 1988, by state and age group 
Carbon sequestration 
State Age group 1 Age group 2 Age group 3 Age group 4 (0-9 years) (10-19 years) (20-29 years) (30+ years) 
Soil Bank 
Georgia 
Sample -- -- -- 4,523 
Expanded -- -- -- I ,597,683,205 
Mississippi --
Sample -- -- 6 6,024 
Expanded -- 0 366,433,442 
S. Carolina 
Sample -- -- -- 6,382 
Expanded -- -- . -- I, 787,506,835 
All states 
Sample -- -- 6 16,929 
Expanded -- -- 0 3,751,623,482 
-
ACP 
-
Georgia 
Sample 79 180 384 --
Expanded 10,006,424 7,103,423 58,290,927 --
t--
Mississippi 
Sample 85 100 363 --
Expanded 3,261,654 1,868,455 31,480,513 --
-
Missouri 
Sample 
-- 119 515 172 
Expanded -- 335,633 4,5 10,470 . 1,861 ,156 
f-
S. Carolina 
Sample 6 541 295 171 
Expanded 
t-
462,230 22,268,015 60,021 ,661 32,759,795 
Washington 
Sample 108 904 15 --
Expanded 2,679,574 14,646,861 139,730 --
t---
Wisconsin 
Sample 7 38 1,620 594 
Expanded 2 10,628 1,289,447 196,714,750 64,458,235 
t--
All states 
Sample 285 1,882 3,192 937 
Expanded 16,620,5 10 47,511 ,834 35 1 '158,051 99,079,186 
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Table 66 ( con!inued). Total carbon sequestration through 1988, by state 
and age group 
Carbon sequestration 
State Age group 1 Age group 2 Age group 3 Age group 4 (0-9 years) (I 0-19 years) (20-29 years) (30+ years) 
FIP 
Georgia 
Sample 72 719 -- --
Expanded 9,560,408 75,062,023 -- --
Mississippi 
Sample 231 514 -- --
Expanded 28,168,919 43,184,852 -- --
Missouri 
Sample 23 114 -- --
Expanded 84,806 868,285 -- --
S. Carolina 
Sample 26 1,11 2 -- --
Expanded 2,966,311 86,631,226 - - --
Washington 
Sample 240 1,230 -- --
Expanded 4,335,675 12,454,718 -- --
Wisconsin 
Sample 17 397 -- --
Expanded 191,855 5,798,783 -- --
All states 
Sample 609 4,086 -- --
Expanded 45,307,974 223,999,887 --
--
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Table 67. Total carbon sequestered but removed by thinning and harvesting, by state and program 
Thinning removals Final harvest removals 
State Soil Bank ACP FIP Soil Bank ACP FIP (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) 
Georgia 
Sample 140.0 16.0 -- 397.0 0.0 0.0 
Extended 30,802.0 4,883.0 87,177.0 
Mississippi 
Sample 167.0 30.0 -- 200.0 0.0 0.0 
Extended 4,367.0 4,774.0 5,242.0 
Missouri 
Sample -- 27.0 -- -- 13.0 0.0 
Extended 400.0 187.0 
S. Carolina 
Sample 229.0 50.0 6.4 400.0 0.0 11.0 
Extended 25,488.0 36,246.0 14.0 44,564.0 177.0 
Washington 
Sample 
-- -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 
Extended 
1-
Wisconsin 
Sample 
-- 300.0 9.7 -- 0.0 0.0 
Extended 39,033.0 179.0 
1-
All states 
Sample 536.0 413.0 16.1 997.0 13.0 11.0 
Extended 60,657.0 85,336.0 193.0 136,983.0 187.0 17.0 
.._ 
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Chapter 4. Conclusions 
The analyses of sample conifer plantings estab-
lished in several states through cost-sharing plans under 
the Soil Bank Program, the Agricultural Conservation 
Program (ACP) or the Forestry Incentives Program 
(FIP), indicate that the majority have been retained to a 
great extent (final harvest of some Soil Bank tracts not-
Withstanding). Those that have been retained are in good 
silvicultural condition. This implies that the respective 
Programs have been effective from the standpoint of 
legislative intent. 
USDA and State Foresters must be doing things 
right. The high rates of retention and good silvicultural 
condition of the current tree plantations reflect a strong 
Underlying research program and an effective field 
delivery system in all its phases - from tree nursery 
operations to matching tree species to site conditions 
and good planting procedures. 
While an economic analysis of the programs with 
respect to establishment of these plantations was not 
conducted, indications are that the plantations by and 
large are being held and managed as economic entities. 
Furthermore, when the nonquantifiable benefits of car-
bon sequestration by the plantings (regardless of their 
silvicultural condition) and soil erosion reduction are 
factored in, the social value is definitely enhanced. 
Individuals and groups who oppose plantations 
because of concerns about monocultures and the associ-
ated loss of biological diversity, should be somewhat 
encouraged by the observation that over time, these 
Plantings do take on some of the characteristics of wild 
stands, as trees of other species and age classes become 
established. 
Land use implications 
The tree planting programs, under which the coni-
fer plantings examined in this study were established, 
obviously have been effective in changing long-term 
agricultural land into forest. 
Tree plantings under the FIP, ACP and the Soil 
Bank Program have been effective in meeting the legis-
lative requirements of each program. 
For the Soil Bank Program, in which virtually all of 
the original land use was agriculture, 80 percent of the 
originally planted land remains in forest use. Most of the 
original tracts that were harvested have been replanted 
in trees that have provided long-term conservation and 
economic benefits. 
If only 7 percent of the lands planted to covers other 
than trees had gone back to agriculture (as in the case of 
trees), the program would have been a great success in 
meeting its land retirement objective. This has positive 
implications relative to the land use change potential for 
a program, such as the Conservation Reserve Program 
that, by design, is similar to the Soil Bank. 
In contrast, plantings under both ACP and FIP were 
established to a greater extent on existing forest land, 54 
percent and 83 percent, respectively. Under both pro-
grams, present retention rates for all categories of origi-
nalland use are near or more than 90 percent retained in 
forest use, even when the originally planted stand failed 
or was harvested. The lowest rate of conversion to for-
estland was noted in the case of pastureland, under ACP, 
where only 79 percent of the originally planted acreage 
remains in forest. 
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Retention 
By program, retention of both acres and cases was 
relatively high and consistent with other studies. The 
10-year contract period common to all three programs 
appears to be adequate to ensure original stand retention 
until harvest. 
The 10-year contract period, during which the pri-
vate landowner must protect and maintain the new 
plantings, has been adequate to achieve long-term pro-
gram objectives, such as timber production and agricul-
tural land retirement. 
Obviously, as plantings mature they will be har-
vested for commercial purposes, if that is the owner's 
intent. However, our findings suggest that even in cases 
where harvest has occurred, the tracts ~re maintained in 
forest use through replanting or natural regeneration. In 
most instances in the South and the West, improved 
seedlings have been used to re-establish plantations. 
Those variables determined to be related to tract 
retention for ACP and FIP were conifer density, site 
index, acres planted and distance to an all-weather road 
only. All of these variables had a positive relationship to 
tract retention. It would seem that most of those tracts 
retained to some extent were in fact being managed for 
timber production, based on their respective condition 
classifications. Perhaps, other, more personal owner fac-
tors than the variables recorded influenced the reason to 
not retain the tracts. 
Losses of tree plantings could further be reduced by 
not planting trees in areas with a moderate to high prob-
ability of being converted to urban uses, concentrating 
tree planting on larger tracts, establishing higher mini-
mum size standards for plantations and selecting better 
quality sites. 
At the state level, differences in specific variable 
means between the two groups were as expected, 
although not always significant. Interestingly, tract age 
was not a significant discriminating variable between 
tracts with and without retained acreage. Although intu-
itively, you would surmise that the longer a tract is left 
in timber, the greater are its chances of being harvested. 
Apparently, the increase in timber capital on a site off-
sets the tendency for conversion to a great extent. 
Condition 
Only 5 percent of ACP and FIP cases and acres 
were in such silvicultural condition, from the standpoint 
of commercial timber production, that they were judged 
"do not retain." Only one Soil Bank Program case was 
in this category. Furthermore, only one-third of the Soil 
Bank acres (16 percent of the cases), just over 50 per-
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cent of ACP cases and acres, and 70 percent of the FIP 
cases and 80 percent of the FIP acres wi ll need treat-
ment within three years to maintain their productive 
capacity fo r commercial timber production. Most of the 
needed treatment is hardwood release. 
Timber production on established plantations could 
be further enhanced by providing additional manage-
ment assistance to land owners. This encourages them to 
apply the silvicultural treatments that many ACP and 
FIP plantations should receive within in the next three to 
five years. 
Stand condition was found to be significantly 
related to conifer density, hardwood basal area, acres 
planted and site index. All of these variables had a posi-
tive relationship to stand condition. While overall stand 
condition is positively affected by silvicultural practice 
application, including site preparation, differences in 
degree of practice application were noted between 
group means for various states. These differences were 
not significant. High site index also can have a negative 
influence on stand condition because of conditions 
favorable for a higher rate of invasion by less valuable 
hardwood species. 
Photo 11. A typical scene of an old Soli Bank Program plantation 
that has been thlnnad twice. It was 29 years old at tha time the photo 
was taken. 
Carbon sequestration 
Conifer plantings contribute a marked benefit to 
society through environmental protection and improve-
ment. A large quantity of carbon was estimated as being 
sequestered within the tissue of the trees. 
In the absence of radical change in factors that 
influence land use changes, it seems likely that 10-year 
contracts (15 years for hardwoods, due to a long produc-
tion period) being used for tree planting in the current 
Conservation Reserve Program will also result in long" 
term benefits from that program. The 10-year contracts 
\ 
are also appropriate for programs being considered. 
These programs would encourage tree planting to cap-
ture and store carbon dioxide to mitigate global climate 
change. 
It was noted that a substantial amount of carbon 
Was removed through intermediate thinning and har-
vesting operations. Typically, decisions to conduct these 
operations are made from the standpoint of commercial 
timber production. In order to promote the extended 
retention of the stands, some form of incentive payment 
may be required to offset the opportunity costs associ-
ated with holding the timber from the market. 
Irregardless of the silvicultural condition of these 
stands, they still continue to sequester carbon. Although 
no attempt was made to value the social benefits arising 
from carbon sequestration, the benefits could ultimately 
Prove substantial over time. 
Conclusions 
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Appendix A 
Program Acreages, 1961 - 1988 
Page A-1 
Appendix A 
Table A.l.S. Acres planted, by region and state (Soil Bank Program) 
South Acres North Acres West Acres planted planted planted 
Alabama 22,081 Connecticut 273 Alaska 0 
Arkansas 99,704 Delaware 784 Arizona 0 
Florida 169,457 Illinois 3,837 California 24 
Georgia 676,914 Indiana 2,426 Colorado 820 
Kentucky 4,040 Iowa 4,348 Hawaii 0 
Louisiana 91,258 Maine 17,279 Idaho 1,106 
Mississippi 64,680 Maryland 3,450 Kansas 316 
N. Carolina 108,361 Massachusetts 463 Montana 994 
Oklahoma 2,348 Michigan 31,286 Nebraska 932 
Puerto Rico 0 Minnesota 25,458 Nevada 0 
S. Carolina 357,805 Missouri 2,288 New Mexico 0 
Tennessee 45,867 New Hampshire 3,905 N. Dakota 8,740 
Texas 66,842 New Jersey 51,231 Oregon 5,942 
Virginia 14,516 New York 51,231 S. Dakota 2,765 
Ohio 2,294 Utah 43 
Pennsylvania ll,242 Washington 4,143 
Rhode Island 00 Wyoming 28 
Vermont 125,660 
W. Virginia 4,288 
Wisconsin 28,042 
Total South 1,922,604 Total North 205,971 Total West 25,853 
Total United States 2,154,428 
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TableAl.AAcres planted, by region and state (ACP) 
Southern 1961-1988 
region ACP acres 1961 1962 1963 planted 
Alabama 294,463 26,576 17,763 10,161 
Arkansas 67,401 8,221 6,919 2,804 
Florida 259,279 18,172 9,853 10,026 
Georgia 353,798 30,976 27,132 18,468 
Kentucky 99,655 15,335 14,214 13,428 
Louisiana 118,254 21,920 13,482 9,660 
Mississippi 199,534 37,882 23,939 15,241 
N. Carolina 212,399 15,058 12,406 9,102 
Oklahoma 8,758 1,559 837 387 
Puerto Rico 8,828 706 557 238 
S. Carolina 353,752 41,081 34,82f 28,418 
Tennessee 94,644 14,362 11,170 8,942 
Texas 50,767 10,447 6,530 2,884 
Virginia 232,561 14,961 12,320 10,192 
Total South 2,354,093 257,256 191,944 139,951 
1964 
8,249 
3,309 
10,331 
15,704 
10,451 
6,747 
12,171 
9,358 
258 
580 
28,246 
10,843 
1,626 
11,223 
129,096 
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 
8,180 8,767 11,814 8,142 8,367 8,293 
4,809 3,399 4,093 4,587 2,680 3,171 
10,946 12,733 13,584 7,679 5,987 5,230 
16,406 12,364 16,315 9,081 7,837 6,675 
8,357 6,625 4,342 3,772 2,890 1,840 
5,600 6,030 6,825 7,510 5,596 9,600 
9,053 8,307 5,602 7,075 4,809 6,194 
8,271 10,411 13,541 10,742 10,336 11,414 
191 108 47 72 137 155 
527 945 715 416 475 415 
23,053 18,512 19,268 12,622 8,785 7,856 
10,541 10,305 6,988 4,752 2,549 2,271 
661 646 859 1,647 1,216 1,832 
10,855 12,477 12,675 14,503 16,807 18,087 
117,450 111,629 116,668 92,600 78,471 83,033 
""0 Table Al.A (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (ACP) Q) 
(Q 
(I) 
)> 
~ Southern 
region 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
N. Carolina 
Oklahoma 
Puerto Rico 
S. Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
Total South 
1971 1972 
13,459 30,624 
2,295 3,383 
6,581 8,691 
9,797 12,448 
1,802 4,585 
4,305 5,496 
6,406 5,373 
13,607 22,728 
393 559 
348 387 
5,985 11,022 
3,078 2,254 
1,913 2,910 
19,772 21,279 
894,471 132,194 
1973 1974 1975 
4,558 20,305 6,997 
1,148 4,082 195 
3,341 11,766 2,933 
5,284 27,996 1,922 
90 8,899 144 
579 8,615 303 
1,057 13,196 613 
4,070 30,495 1,336 
153 1,298 201 
26 69 44 
4,169 14,183 2,235 
250 1,868 238 
383 8,380 702 
5,182 14,951 1,740 
30,290 166,103 19,603 
1976 1977 
892 3,300 
175 485 
657 2,835 . 
512 1,898 
97 137 
211 141 
224 942 
488 2,002 
3 253 
106 131 
584 2,475 
93 319 
55 468 
1,725 2,295 
5,822 17,682 
1978 1979 
3,051 2,311 
225 272 
3,260 3,672 
1,766 2,204 
278 413 
87 45 
726 1,094 
1,485 1,622 
193 198 
330 243 
2,082 2,648 
104 149 
186 302 
1,667 2,383 
15,540 17,556 
1980 
1,790 
3,726 
2,006 
394 
174 
1,756 
1,302 
145 
140 
5,532 
232 
1,758 
3,582 
28,581 
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Table Al.A (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (ACP) 
Southern 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 
regwn 
Alabama 3,682 3,872 8,584 6,131 12,160 
Arkansas 768 953 1,320 588 807 
Florida 5,562 6,294 9,081 8,428 13,940 
Georgia 4,377 4,337 6,923 7,501 13,782 
Kentucky 440 237 237 200 144 
Louisiana 96 906 1,061 539 881 
Louisiana 2,206 4,464 3,468 1,775 7,900 
N. Carolina 1,963 2,731 3,172 1,898 2,900 
Oklahoma 184 290 186 163 179 
Puerto Rico 202 184 258 118 244 
S. Carolina 4,299 3,255 4,125 4,231 8,400 
Tennessee 149 355 355 197 316 
Texas 1,407 726 1,433 852 357 
Virginia 2,694 3,027 3,007 1,663 2,420 
Total South 28,029 31,631 43,210 34,284 64,430 
1985 1987 1988 
10,698 18,831 22,652 
1,258 1,571 1,638 
19,144 22,860 21,967 
20,182 32,030 37,875 
63 97 144 
675 457 983 
7,479 6,222 4,360 
3,025 3,113 3,823 
251 194 64 
247 85 92 
12,114 22,100 21,650 
429 973 562 
164 92 331 
2,111 2, 144 6,819 
77,840 110,769 122,960 
1989 1990 
22,596 19,731 
972 1,218 
16,680 14,603 
34,522 21 ,372 
138 147 
787 695 
8,389 11,824 
2,738 2,653 
40 52 
55 37 
16,847 14,012 
665 625 
403 181 
4,006 4,997 
108,838 92,147 
1991 
22,056 
848 
14,589 
23,715 
213 
3,805 
13,476 
2,272 
6 
47 
16,020 
635 
981 
5,205 
103,868 
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~ Table Al.A (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (ACP) 
co 
Cl) 
)> 
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0) Northern 
region 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
W. Virginia 
Wisconsin 
\ 'Yota\ North \ 
1961-1988 
ACP acres 1961 
planted 
8,842 459 
4,293 140 
23,243 2,475 
25,629 1,080 
15,683 873 
27,719 604 
46,212 2,124 
3,612 349 
155,096 8,560 
176,342 9,060 
14,264 423 
5,908 694 
2,952 152 
90,870 5,218 
42,507 2,834 
49,357 3,684 
1,842 197 
17,715 2,041 
27,018 1,668 
227,012 13,171 
966,\\6 \ 55,~()6 \ 
1962 1963 1964 
629 770 568 
168 113 74 
2,122 1,705 1,538 
946 835 1,007 
1012 1,047 975 
1,399 1,418 1,752 
2,046 2,167 1,838 
438 385 386 
7,009 6,711 6,271 
16,843 13,435 11,508 
296 283 1,011 
773 671 632 
140 181 223 
5,874 6,508 5,749 
2,715 2,659 2,193 
3,021 3,219 3,433 
151 163 167 
3,324 2,336 1,917 
1,907 1,767 1,693 
16,290 14,676 13,832 
61 ,\()3 \ 6\ ,()49 \ 56,161 \ 
1965 1966 1967 
576 566 628 
167 939 31 
1,581 1,367 1,629 
1,510 1,639 1,621 
648 852 778 
894 1,192 975 
2,809 3,073 2,691 
261 228 236 
7, 140 7,184 7,554 
17,110 15,474 9,104 
1,276 1,878 827 
408 253 257 
134 140 222 
5,491 6,310 6,283 
2,884 5,439 2,440 
3,509 4,539 3,954 
178 94 99 
1,783 1,620 1,272 
2,340 3,183 2,166 
12,687 10,916 10,905 
63,3~6 \ 66.~~6 \ 53,612 
1968 1969 
597 545 
70 45 
1,582 1,346 
1,574 1,581 
795 649 
1,504 1,086 
2,889 2,532 
300 170 
7,905 6,194 
7,361 6,280 
1,412 999 
272 309 
166 236 
7,272 8,773 
1,702 1,870 
3,267 3,430 
49 56 
1,126 814 
1,815 1,312 
10,976 10,777 
52,634 49,004 
1970 
510 
92 
1,291 
1,463 
564 
1,056 
2,690 
139 
8,090 
6,782 
1,028 
353 
240 
6,610 
1,563 
3,472 
71 
462 
1,296 
10,455 
48,221 
)> 
"'0 
"'0 
Cl) 
:::l 
a. 
:;;:· 
)> 
r 
Table Al.A (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (ACP) 
Northern 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 
region 
Connecticut 516 606 14 386 91 98 167 85 285 113 
Delaware 406 690 107 509 42 13 60 106 104 19 
Illinois 958 1,339 196 540 217 276 257 396 520 167 
Indiana 1,756 1,770 181 1,306 1,004 631 508 452 700 602 
Iowa 1,623 2,037 167 488 33 146 168 263 459 356 
Maine 1,391 1,477 168 2,274 167 409 724 556 737 604 
Maryland 3,408 3,452 1,259 1,269 526 485 452 477 744 587 
Massachusetts 91 153 2 29 43 13 60 38 54 40 
Michigan 9,888 i4,783 6,329 5,284 1,679 2,589 2,811 2,912 6,865 4,183 
Minnesota 7,752 10,134 4,251 3,779 1,688 739 673 872 1,808 1,692 
Missouri 770 920 181 1,005 103 160 144 77 133 99 
New Hampshire 415 149 15 51 71 42 71 35 34 4 
New Jersey 162 191 3 271 48 27 46 62 120 70 
New York 5,962 6,042 509 3,561 1,408 1,134 770 830 1,519 946 
Ohio 2,832 3,234 231 2,885 475 610 435 504 827 661 
Pennsylvania 2,890 3,813 186 2,253 68 101 173 516 879 409 
Rhode Island 63 115 35 23 39 41 35 70 110 36 
Vermont 358 297 64 140 23 4 28 24 11 5 
W. Virginia 1,706 2,299 68 1,929 96 78 81 251 437 230 
Wisconsin 11,061 11,027 3,704 8,248 3,158 4,670 2,683 3,875 7,056 4,235 
Total North 54,008 64,528 17,670 36,230 10,979 12,266 10,346 12,401 23,402 15,058 
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Table Al.A (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (ACP) 
Northern 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 
region 
Connecticut 150 100 194 14 18 
Delaware 15 68 15 6 13 
Illinois 195 161 229 131 294 
Indiana 552 481 396 405 541 
Iowa 214 153 211 190 292 
Maine 1,008 572 1,011 1,229 1,004 
Maryland 715 1,107 1,249 752 513 
Massachusetts 23 18 23 34 27 
Michigan 5,016 3,637 2,828 2,383 2,114 
Minnesota 3,104 3,824 3,684 3,683 5,164 
Missouri 95 154 92 121 163 
New Hampshire 6 89 101 33 
New Jersey 40 33 7 2 16 
New York 882 349 567 706 531 
Ohio 835 421 343 281 301 
Pennsylvania 702 409 264 221 303 
Rhode Island 12 9 2 10 2 
Vermont 4 19 4 12 
W. Virginia 203 138 77 74 84 
Wisconsin 5,604 5,690 5,851 5,634 6,639 
Total North 19,369 17,349 l7 ,136 15,977 18,064 
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
22 9 126 18 59 60 
36 132 113 59 54 10 
347 117 267 270 354 286 
290 318 480 529 2,920 562 
258 137 295 210 463 127 
892 715 901 831 838 987 
1,242 1,117 1,999 1,239 1,136 1,507 
31 32 9 44 18 20 
1,768 4,112 3,297 2,712 3,322 3,680 
3,551 1,880 5,107 2,507 2,982 3,189 
186 101 327 210 102 167 
44 65 61 57 11 32 
11 6 3 3 3 7 
416 295 355 384 450 448 
340 562 431 31 503 626 
248 170 224 156 170 195 
2 13 7 22 13 
1 26 9 11 15 
52 25 43 50 88 100 
4,849 3,932 4,411 5,442 5,888 6,748 
14,585 13,726 18,488 14,768 19,394 18,779 
r 
Table Al.A (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (ACP) 
Western 1961-1988 ACP acres 1961 1962 1963 1964 
region planted 
Alaska 49 
Arizona 817 
California 44,908 2,031 2,574 2,658 3,144 
Colorado 1,621 76 72 50 43 
Hawaii 5,095 370 165 284 518 
Idaho 1,636 24 20 3 24 
Kansas 4,477 468 497 362 286 
Montana 6,915 323 493 609 559 
Nebraska 32,813 3,122 3,016 2,837 2,742 
Nevada 232 2 5 
New Mexico 384 I 19 
N. Dakota 96,279 8,350 9,758 9,420 4,392 
Oregon 53,519 1,426 1,361 1,150 1,006 
S. Dakota 64,499 5,234 5,417 5,148 5,710 
Utah 366 5 12 5 23 
Washington 52,286 1,334 966 760 618 
Wyoming 775 78 53 43 24 
Total West 36,6671 22,842 24,406 23,348 19,094 
Total United States 3,686,880 335,904 283,453 224,348 204,957 
1965 1966 1967 
4 2 
2,385 4,387 2,237 
59 89 68 
474 588 696 
23 75 30 
236 233 139 
804 454 417 
2,482 2,449 2,552 
33 
29 
5,636 5,584 5,515 
1,020 1,424 1,775 
6,524 5,621 5,594 
23 49 7 
677 885 1425 
24 19 36 
20,371 21,859 20,553 
201,207 200,374 190,893 
1968 1969 
2,008 1,177 
62 44 
274 609 
12 80 
221 345 
450 540 
1,768 2,226 
3 63 
127 
6,023 6,497 
1,656 1,155 
4,682 5,336 
19 I 
786 980 
30 72 
17,994 19,252 
163,228 146,727 
1970 
2,581 
123 
371 
24 
186 
520 
1,993 
31 
5,760 
1,300 
4,673 
5 
757 
77 
18,401 
149,661 
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Table Al.A (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (ACP) 
Western 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 
reg1on 
Alaska 12 
Arizona 80 408 327 2 
California 1,328 3,117 5,525 1,934 1,935 
Colorado 126 356 44 10 41 
Hawaii 66 115 214 31 7 
Idaho 42 424 45 5 
Kansas 319 526 42 316 46 
Montana 641 553 266 15 43 
Nebraska 2,790 2,531 1,208 291 20 
Nevada 50 45 
New Mexico Ill 28 6 12 
N. Dakota 8,716 11,843 2,329 134 62 
Oregon 1,650 2,556 1,266 2,719 1,767 
S. Dakota 5,054 4,615 448 123 71 
Utah 22 43 10 45 
Washington 2,425 2,925 2,261 2,629 2,292 
Wyoming Ill 129 36 43 
Total West 23,531 30,214 14,027 8,309 6,296 
Total United States 167,010 226,936 61,987 210,642 36,878 
1976 1977 1978 
106 687 728 
6 3 43 
3 50 8 
24 II 23 
30 62 16 
6 18 
39 116 99 
41 72 65 
695 1,892 1,976 
169 28 15 
523 1,781 1,186 
1,642 4,720 4,159 
19,730 32,748 32,100 
1979 
1,300 
43 
22 
8 
69 
62 
196 
149 
2,885 
21 
1,102 
5,857 
46,815 
1980 
627 
3 
2 
27 
55 
16 
82 
14 
159 
2,908 
1,168 
5,061 
48,7oo I 
)> 
'0 
'0 
(l) 
::J 
a. 
x· 
)> 
r 
, Table Al.A (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (A CP) 
Western region 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 
Alaska 6 
Arizona 
California 488 418 379 305 410 
Colorado 5 45 75 110 
Hawaii 13 6 9 100 100 
Idaho 120 70 40 59 34 
Kansas 5 4 11 2 
Montana 7 5 27 5 31 
Nebraska 78 55 58 22 19 
Nevada 
New Mexico 15 
N, Dakota 122 149 63 45 123 
Oregon 3,499 3,199 2,280 1,906 2,259 
S. Dakota I 10 4 
Utah 20 
Washington 1,528 2,316 2,898 2,407 3,177 
Wyoming 
Total West 5,875 6,227 5,811 4,942 6,287 
Total United States 53,273 55,207 66,157 55,203 88,781 
1986 1987 1988 
10 7 8 
152 157 130 
15 10 
126 74 189 
1 
20 31 
12 10 
22 
52 118 5,102 
1,794 1,973 3,022 
1 
25 25 27 
3,525 2,784 6,171 
5,711 5,160 14,722 
98,136 129,655 156,1 70 
1989 1990 
381 378 
10 10 
95 166 
3 2 
3 10 
3 
291 145 
2,510 4,069 
5,219 8,551 
8,512 13,334 
132,118 124,875 
1991 
8 
82 
178 
2 
50 
5 
88 
5,217 
6,528 
12,158 
134,805 )> 
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Appendix Table Al.F. Acres planted, by region and state (FIP) 
Southern 1974-1988 1974-FIP acres 1976 1977 1978 
region planted 1975 
Alabama 268,374 20,305 10,469 21,054 22,003 
Arkansas 141,856 4,082 3,412 6,725 6,332 
Florida 207,562 11,766 4,890 6,490 11,410 
Georgia 240,996 27,996 8,294 11,369 18,096 
Kentucky 12,287 8,899 848 590 306 
Louisiana 129,968 8,615 2,410 6,619 7,377 
Mississippi 214,821 13,196 6,790 17,530 17,426 
N. Carolina 255,558 30,495 14,843 24,062 21,258 
Oklahoma 17,344 1,298 1,094 834 1,214 
Puerto Rico 1,070 69 19 79 105 
S. Carolina 201,031 14,183 7,475 11,675 16,474 
Tennessee 23,341 1,868 1,453 927 473 
Texas 135,984 8,380 4,926 9,176 9,915 
Virginia 238,277 14,951 15,145 18,188 20,348 
Total South 2,088,469 166,103 82,068 135,318 152,738 
1979 1980 1981 
42,733 29,646 24,345 
10,213 15,281 12,316 
14,957 14,664 16,361 
18,115 24,437 25,720 
250 295 186 
12,056 12,961 9,229 
17,239 19,024 19,655 
22,872 23,365 21,709 
1,759 1,205 1,445 
10 20 
18,808 17,291 24,373 
1,260 1,887 1,999 
9,998 15,916 13,920 
22,083 21,918 18,972 
192,353 197,910 190,230 
1982 1983 
14,105 15,584 
13,049 11,057 
14,519 13,185 
18,431 13,510 
73 157 
7,419 8,478 
13,661 14,989 
14,447 12,918 
919 1,585 
10 60 
13,648 11 ,034 
1,749 1,898 
10,831 10,826 
17,695 14,585 
140,556 129,866 
1984 
11,477 
11,925 
16,863 
12,403 
78 
8,693 
17,209 
8,029 
1,594 
42 
11,738 
1,312 
5,948 
11,833 
119,144 
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Appendix Table A.l.F (continued). Acres placed, by region and state (FIP) 
Southern 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
region 
Alabama 17,117 17,379 11,117 11,040 11,995 10,437 
Arkansas 13,948 13,823 8,547 11,146 12,153 12,666 
Florida 22,296 24,348 17,742 18,071 15,832 13,081 
Georgia 16,739 19,199 10,436 16,251 14,201 11,056 
Kentucky 187 157 129 132 214 362 
Louisiana 10,576 12,095 10,540 12,900 12,779 11,915 
Mississippi 21,420 21,760 8,940 5,982 21,531 22,307 
N. Carolina 13,889 17,446 12,828 17,397 17,976 13,934 
Oklahoma 1,163 1,805 548 881 768 720 
Puerto Rico 117 265 122 152 97 75 
S. Carolina 12,747 16,320 11,897 13,368 12,072 11 '114 
Tennessee 1,770 3,052 1,416 2,277 2,292 1,713 
Texas 8,915 11,325 6,508 9,400 11,079 9,919 
Virginia 14,228 16,465 7,390 24,476 19,223 17,626 
Total South 155,112 175,439 108,160 143,473 152,212 136,925 
1991 
12,349 
11,720 
15,512 
13,528 
299 
12,675 
28,062 
17,819 
542 
64 
13,873 
1,482 
10,341 
22,748 
161,014 
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"'J Appendix Table A.l.F. (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (FIP) 
<0 
<1> 
)> 
I 
...... 
~ Northern 
region 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
W. Virginia 
\Wisconsin 
\\:<:)\:a\ ~<:)rt_\\ \ 
1974-1988 1974-FIP acres 
planted 1975 
1,483 386 
4,919 509 
2,917 540 
4,434 1,306 
2,831 488 
8,516 2,274 
20,072 1,269 
254 29 
28,031 5,284 
18,146 3,779 
12,321 1,005 
163 51 
1,198 271 
7,321 3,561 
13,501 2,885 
7,360 2,253 
155 23 
513 140 
7,422 1,929 
34,023 8,248 
\10::.,0::.~1.) \ :,(),1.:,1.) \ 
1976 1977 1978 1979 
322 160 106 71 
84 159 310 266 
528 293 165 127 
434 384 392 324 
326 397 258 216 
1,248 957 759 832 
1,548 1,684 1,041 1,114 
18 17 23 30 
3,649 2,177 1,617 2,464 
1,922 1,009 1,481 988 
1,504 2,037 1,499 1,283 
5 
443 173 117 43 
1,229 387 255 375 
1,524 1,359 1,095 730 
2,228 973 396 372 
54 18 6 16 
33 35 53 29 
1,724 679 514 394 
4,606 1,783 1,651 2,216 
1.:. ,<\ 1.<} \ \<\ ,()~ \ \ n:n~ \ \\,~<}1.) \ 
1980 1981 1982 
79 98 10 
35 572 570 
162 199 112 
329 349 330 
183 304 184 
806 382 166 
1,347 2,215 1,458 
10 29 
2,772 1,724 1,413 
1,205 1,895 1,595 
1,316 1,107 680 
62 35 24 
386 121 31 
821 537 693 
252 508 78 
12 10 16 
24 
240 313 177 
2,181 2,617 1,744 
\1.,1.1.1. \ n.cns \ <l.1.~ \ \ 
1983 
149 
250 
83 
191 
99 
260 
1,746 
5 
1,516 
1,067 
363 
77 
516 
78 
13 
299 
2,018 
'&,130 \ 
1984 
90 
363 
69 
123 
42 
311 
972 
1,045 
789 
236 
108 
463 
15 
33 
4142 
1,436 
E-,'231 \ 
)> 
-o 
-o 
<1> 
::J 
a. 
x· 
)> 
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Appendix Table A.l.F (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (FIP) 
Northern 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
region 
Connecticut 12 125 
Delaware 530 580 279 412 176 390 
Illinois 185 131 145 178 199 98 
Indiana 106 76 48 42 139 150 
Iowa 12 115 72 135 100 233 
Maine 238 83 122 78 86 103 
Maryland 1,556 1,415 882 1,825 1,315 1,572 
Massachusetts 10 10 38 35 75 64 
Michigan 1,282 1,028 1,227 833 1,016 785 
Minnesota 707 690 359 660 232 248 
Missouri 278 657 258 98 198 123 
New Hampshire 24 60 3 20 16 
New Jersey 20 10 
New York 103 281 137 270 189 148 
Ohio 486 785 600 1,007 90 610 
Pennsylvania 61 40 27 79 26 59 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 40 51 48 14 20 15 
W. Virginia 172 264 311 264 272 107 
Wisconsin 1,425 1,730 1,403 965 1,183 1,424 
Total North 7,227 7,996 5,979 6,925 5,316 6,270 
1991 
73 
645 
340 
136 
65 
113 
1,419 
52 
935 
257 
109 
20 
90 
512 
51 
13 
2 
380 
1,438 
6,650 
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i? Appendix Table A.l.F (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (FIP) 
<0 
CD 
~ 
.... 
O'l Western 1974-1988 1974-
region PIP acres 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 planted 
Alaska 0 
Arizona 15 2 13 
California 10,029 1,934 410 424 617 1,992 
Colorado 21 I 10 26 46 10 
Hawaii 281 31 60 
Idaho 838 5 16 
Kansas 757 316 47 150 66 28 
Montana 131 15 10 4 3 2 
Nebraska 833 291 264 73 25 18 
Nevada 526 
New Mexico 77 12 25 
N. Dakota 341 134 155 43 9 
Oregon 37,251 2,719 714 896 2,188 3,893 
S. Dakota 152 123 29 
Utah 45 45 
Washington 27,920 2,629 303 1,161 1,38 I 1,741 
Wyoming 47 43 4 
Total West 79,454 8,309 2,012 2,751 4,339 7,744 
Total United States 2,343,503 210,642 107,509 152,750 168,814 211,987 
1980 1981 1982 
1,884 787 333 
47 40 
60 80 50 
63 103 55 
31 32 
20 53 
46 37 20 
20 10 
4,061 4,038 2,878 
2,636 2,816 1,945 
8,828 7,973 5,344 
218,960 211,218 155,181 
1983 
430 
12 
120 
24 
20 
138 
2,418 
1,575 
4,737 
143,333 
1984 
258 
67 
17 
10 
1 
148 
2,543 
1,534 
4,578 
129,959 
)> 
"C 
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Appendix TableA.l.F (continued). Acres planted, by region and state (FIP) 
Western 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
regwn 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 331 330 39 260 181 176 
Colorado 10 10 26 10 
Hawaii 
Idaho 88 47 213 61 75 143 
Kansas II 17 18 
Montana 14 40 
Nebraska 10 28 II 
Nevada 240 
New Mexico 10 
N. Dakota 
Oregon 1,944 3,207 2,339 3,413 2,702 3,453 
S. Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 2,584 2,650 1,697 3,268 3,610 3,700 
Wyoming 
Total West 4,968 6,543 4,316 7,012 6,605 7,522 
Total US 167,307 189,978 118,455 157,410 164,133 150,717 
1991 
126 
10 
128 
18 
4,835 
3,420 
8,537 
176,201 
)> 
"0 
"0 
co 
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a. 
x· 
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Appendix B 
Case and Acreage Retention 
Case Condition Classification 
Page B-1 
~ Appendix Table B.l. Case and acreage retention, by program and state 
(Q 
CD 
co 
J\J Program 
Cases 
Completely retained 
Re-
Planted acres tained Cases State 
(number) (percent) 1 (number) (mean) (percent)2 acres (number) (percent) 1 
Georgia 3 10.0 132.7 44.2 
Mississippi 10 33.3 593.0 59.3 
S . Carolina 7 23.3 501.0 71.6 
Total/Mean 20 22.2 1,226.7 61.3 
Georgia 30 85.7 636.6 21.2 
Mississippi 29 82.9 420.9 14.5 
Missouri 24 68.6 308.5 12.9 
S. Carolina 23 65.7 593.0 25.8 
Washington 28 80.0 404.0 14.4 
Wisconsin 21 60.0 396.5 18.9 
Total/Mean 155 73.8 2,759.5 17.8 
1 Percentage based on total number of cases, by program and state. 
2Percentage based on total acreage planted, by program and state. 
(percent)3 
Soil Bank 
5.7 24.8 
46.5 76.5 
32.3 57.6 
23.7 56.3 
ACP 
77.7 84.1 
68.7 76.7 
78.2 95.7 
65.4 89.7 
92.2 95.1 
76.3 93.6 
74.7 87.9 
3Percentage based on total acreage retained from all retained cases, by program and state. 
10 33.3 
5 16.7 
11 36.7 
26 28.9 
2 5.7 
5 14.3 
3 8.6 
5 14.3 
5 14.3 
8 22.9 
28 13.3 
Partially retained 
Planted acres Retained acres 
(number) (mean) (percent)2 (number) (mean) (percent)3 
894.0 89.4 38.2 403.1 40.3 75.2 
248.0 49.6 19.4 182.0 36.4 23.5 
541.0 49.2 34.9 368.7 33.5 42.4 
1,683.0 64.7 32.6 953.8 36.7 43.7 
142.8 71.4 17.4 120.8 60.4 15.9 
190.1 38.0 31.0 128.0 25.6 23.3 
32.0 10.7 8.1 14.0 4.7 4.3 
94.0 18.8 10.4 68.0 13.6 10.3 
29.0 5.8 6.6 21.0 4.2 4.9 
51.2 6.4 9.9 27.0 3.4 6.4 
539.1 19.3 14.6 378.8 13.5 12.1 
r 
Appendix Table B.l (continued). Case and acreage retention, by program and state 
Program Completely retained 
Cases Planted acres State 
(number) (percent) 1 (number) (mean) (percent)2 
Georgia 32 91.4 1,588.2 49.6 
Mississippi 28 80.0 1,391 .0 49.7 
Missouri 31 88.6 1,055.0 34.0 
S. C arolina 30 85.7 1,584.2 52.8 
Washington 32 91.4 984.6 30.8 
Wisconsin 24 68.6 329.0 13.7 
Total/Mean 177 84.3 6,932.0 39.2 
All States 352 69.0 10,918.2 31.0 
1 Percentage based on total number of cases, by program and state. 
2Percentage based on total acreage planted, by program and state. 
96.1 
76.7 
89.8 
90.9 
91.5 
72.5 
87.6 
65.1 
Re-
tained Cases 
acres (number) (percent) 1 
(percent)3 
FIP 
97.2 2 5.7 
83.5 5 14.3 
94.2 2 5.7 
95.1 4 11.4 
96.0 2 5.7 
83.5 9 25.7 
92.4 24 11.4 
85.2 78 15.3 
3Percentage based on total acreage retained from all retained cases, by program and state. 
Partially retained 
Planted acres Retained acres 
(number) (mean) (percent)2 (number) (mean) (percent)3 
55.0 27.5 3.3 45.0 22.5 2.8 
340.0 68.0 18.8 274.0 54.8 16.5 
80.0 40.0 6.8 65.0 32.5 5.8 
128.0 32.0 7.3 81.0 20.3 4.9 
53.0 2635 4.9 41.0 20.5 4.0 
106.0 11.8 23.3 65.0 7.2 16.5 
762.0 31.8 9.6 571.0 23.8 7.6 
2,984.1 38.3 17.8 1,903.6 24.4 14.8 
Appendix B 
Appendix Table B.l (continued). Case and acreage retention, by program and state 
Program Completely non-retained 
State Cases Planted acres (number) (percent) 1 (number) (mean) (percent)2 
Soil Bank 
Georgia 17 56.7 1,315.0 77.4 56.2 
Mississippi 15 50.0 435.0 29.0 34.1 
S. Carolina 12 40.0 507.4 42.3 32.7 
Total/mean 44 48.9 2,257.4 51.3 43.7 
ACP 
Georgia 3 8.6 40.0 13.3 4.9 
Mississippi 1 2.9 2.0 2.0 0.3 
Missouri 8 22.9 54.0 6.8 13.7 
S. Carolina 7 20.0 220.2 31.5 24.3 
Washington 2 5.7 5.0 2.5 l.l 
Wisconsin 6 17.1 72.0 12.0 13.9 
Total/mean 27 12.9 393.2 14.6 10.7 
FIP 
Georgia 1 2.9 10.0 10.0 0.6 
Mississippi 2 5.7 82.0 41.0 4.5 
Missouri 2 5.7 40.0 20.0 3.4 
S. Carolina 1 2.9 30.0 30.0 1.7 
Washington 1 2.9 38.0 38.0 3.5 
Wisconsin 2 5.7 19.0 9.5 4.2 
Total/Mean 9 4.3 219 24.3 2.8 
All States 80 15.7 2,869.6 35.9 17.1 
1 Percentage based on total number of cases, by program and state. 
2Percentage based on total acreage planted, by program and state. 
Page B-4 
Total acres 
Planted acres Retained acres 
(number) (mean) (number) (percent)2 
2,341.7 78.1 535.8 22.9 
1,276.0 42.5 775.0 60.7 
1,549.4 51.6 869.7 56.1 
5,167.1 57.4 2, 180.5 42.2 
819.4 23.4 757.4 92.4 
613.0 17.5 548.9 89.5 
394.5 11.3 322.5 81.7 
907.2 25.9 661.0 72.9 
438.0 12.5 425.0 97.0 
519.7 14.8 423.5 81.5 
3,691.8 17.6 3,138.3 85.0 
1,653.2 47.2 1,633.2 98.8 
1,8 13.0 51.8 1,665.0 91.8 
1,175. 33.6 1,120.0 95.3 
1,742.2 49.8 1,665.2 95.6 
1,075.6 30.7 1,025.6 95.4 
454.0 13.0 394.0 86.8 
7,9 13.0 37.7 7,503.0 94.8 
16,771. 32.9 12,821. 76.4 
9 8 
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Appendix B.2.S. Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by state (Soil Bank 
Program) 
Georgia Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class I 0 
Condition class 2 0 
Condition class 3 2 50.0 52.7 26.4 55.6 52.7 26.4 55.6 
Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 5 I 7.1 80.0 80.0 9.1 80.0 80.0 9.1 
Total/mean 3 15.0 132.7 44.2 10.8 132.7 44.2 10.8 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 2 0 
I-
Condition class 3 2 50.0 390.0 195.0 83.9 205 .0 102.5 83.9 
Condition class 4 1 100.0 44.0 44.0 100.0 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Condition class 5 2 28.6 207.0 103.5 58 .3 24.0 12.0 32.7 
-
Total/mean 5 38.5 641.0 128.2 70.6 231.0 43.2 71.1 
--
Partially retained, no harvest 
.._ 
Condition class I 0 
--
Condition class 2 0 
.._ 
Condition class 3 2 66.7 75.0 37.5 42.9 23.1 11.6 22.4 
-Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
-
Condition class 5 3 33.3 178.0 59.3 30.1 149.0 49.7 28.6 
--
Total/mean 5 38.5 253.0 50.6 32.6 172.1 34.4 27.4 
-
Complete harvest 17 40.5 1,3 15.0 77.4 58.6 0.0 0.0 
-Complete failure, not retained 0 0.0 0.0 
-
Total/mean 30 33.3 2,341.7 78 .1 45 .3 535 .8 17.9 24.6 
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Appendix B.2.S (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (Soil Bank Program) 
-
Mississippi Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
--
Completely retained 
--
Condition class I 0 
-
Condition class 2 0 
-
Condition class 3 2 50.0 42.0 21.0 44.4 42.0 21.0 44.4 
-Condition class 4 2 100.0 254.0 127.0 100.0 254.0 127.0 J(}().O 
-Condition class 5 6 42.9 297 .0 49.5 33 .8 297.0 49.5 33.8 
-
Total/mean 10 50.0 593 .0 59.3 48.3 593.0 59.3 48.3 
-
Partial harvest 
----Condition class I 0 0 .0 0.0 o.o 
----Condition class 2 0 
----Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
----Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
----Condition class 5 3 42.9 58.0 19.3 16.3 3.0 1.0 4.1 
--Total/mean 3 23.1 58.0 19.3 6.4 3.0 1.0 o.9 
---Partially retained, no harvest 
---Condition class 1 0 
--Condition class 2 0 
--Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
--Condition class 4 1 100.0 8.0 8.0 100.0 5.0 5.0 )()().0 
--Condition class 5 1 11.1 182.0 182.0 30.7 174.0 174.0 33.4 
---Total/mean 2 15.4 190.0 95 .0 24.5 179.0 89.5 28.5 
--Complete harvest 13 31.0 423 .0 32.5 18.8 0.0 0.0 
--Complete failure, not retained 2 100.0 12.0 6.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
----Total/mean 30 33.3 1,276.0 42.5 24.7 755 .0 25 .8 35.5 
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Appendix B.2.S (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (Soil Bank Program) 
S. Carolina Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class 1 0 
Condition class 2 0 
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 5 7 50.0 501.0 71.6 57.1 501.0 71.6 57.1 
Total/mean 7 35.0 501.0 71.6 40.8 501.0 71.6 40.8 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I I 100.0 44.0 44.0 100.0 5.0 5.0 100.0 
Condition class 2 0 
Condition class 3 2 50.0 74.8 37.4 16.1 39.3 19.7 16.1 
""-
Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
""-
Condition class 5 2 28.6 90.0 45.0 25.4 46.4 23.2 63.2 
""-
Total/mean 5 38.5 208.8 41.8 23.0 90.7 18.1 27.9 
-
Partially retained, no harvest 
-
Condition class 1 0 
-
Condition class 2 0 
-
Condition class 3 1 33.3 100.0 100.0 57.1 80.0 80.0 77.6 
t-
Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
r-
Condition class 5 5 55.6 232.2 46.4 39.2 198.0 39.6 38.0 
-
Total/mean 6 46.2 332.2 55.4 42.9 278.0 46.3 44.2 
-
Complete harvest 12 28.6 507.4 42.3 22.6 0.0 0.0 
-
Complete failure, not retained 0 
t--
0.0 0.0 
Total/mean 
..._ 
30 33.3 1,549.4 51.6 30.0 869.7 29.0 39.9 
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Appendix B.2.S (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (Soil Bank Program) 
-
All states Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
-:::: 
Completely retained 
-Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
---Condition class 3 4 4.4 94.7 23.7 1.8 94.7 23.7 4.3 
-Condition class 4 2 2.2 254.0 127.0 4.9 254.0 127.0 tt.6 
-Condition class 5 14 15.6 878.0 62.7 17.0 878.0 62.7 40.3 
----To taU mean 20 22.2 1,226.7 61.3 23.7 1,226.7 61.3 56.3 
-Partial harvest 
-Condition class I I 1.1 44.0 44.0 0.9 5.0 5.0 o.z 
-Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
__...... 
Condition class 3 4 4.4 464.8 116.2 9.0 244.3 61.1 tt.2 
-----Condition class 4 I 1.1 44.0 44.0 0.9 2.0 2.0 o.t 
----Condition class 5 7 7.8 355.0 50.7 6.9 73.4 10.5 J4 
-----To taU mean 13 14.4 907.8 69.8 17.6 324.7 25.0 14.9 
-----Partially retained, no harvest 
---Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
____....., 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
--Condition class 3 3 3.3 175.0 58.3 3.4 103.1 34.4 4.7 
--Condition class 4 I 1.1 8.0 8.0 0.2 5.0 5.0 o.z 
--Condition class 5 9 10.0 592.2 65.8 11.5 521.0 57.9 zJ9 
--To taU mean 13 14.4 775.2 59.6 15.0 629.1 48.4 zs.9 
__..-/ 
Complete harvest 42 46.7 2,245.4 53.5 43.5 0.0 0.0 o.o 
____....., 
Complete failure, not retained 2 2.2 12.0 6.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 o.o 
--------
Total/mean 90 100.0 5,167.1 57.4 100.0 2,180.5 24.2 !00·0 
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Appendix B.2.A. Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by state (ACP) 
Georgia Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class I I 25.0 10.0 10.0 35.7 10.0 10.0 37.5 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 3 5 26.3 63.6 12.7 27.8 63.6 12.7 27.8 
Condition class 4 13 18.1 317.0 24.4 23.2 317.0 24.4 23.2 
Condition class 5 II 18.6 246.0 22.4 22.7 246.0 22.4 22.7 
Total/mean 30 19.4 636.6 21.2 23.1 636.6 21.2 23.1 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 
Condition class 2 0 
Condition class 3 0 
Condition class 4 0 
Condition class 5 0 
Total/mean 0 0.0 0.0 
r-
Partially retained, no harvest 
r--
Condition class I I 33.3 14.0 14.0 53.8 2.0 2.0 40.0 r-
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
r-
Condition class 3 0 
r-
0 .0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
r-
Condition class 5 I 12.5 128.8 128.8 56.3 118.8 118.8 58.6 
1--
Total/mean 2 
r--
7.1 142.8 71.4 26.5 120.8 60.4 31.9 
Complete harvest 2 
r--
18.2 38.0 19.0 13.8 0.0 0.0 
Complete failure, not retained 
r-
I 6.3 2.0 2.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 
Total/mean 
'---
35 16.7 819.4 23.4 22.2 757.4 21.6 24.1 
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Appendix B.2.A (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (ACP) 
-
Mississippi Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
-:::::: 
Completely retained 
-Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
---Condition class 3 I 5.3 7.0 7.0 3.1 7.0 7.0 3.1 
----Condition class 4 15 20.8 231.9 15.5 17.0 231.9 15.5 J7.0 
---Condition class 5 13 22.0 182.0 14.0 16.8 182.0 14.0 )6.8 
---Total/mean 29 18.7 420.9 14.5 15.3 420.9 14.5 )5.3 
----Partial harvest 
----Condition class 1 0 
----Condition class 2 0 
--Condition class 3 0 
--Condition class 4 0 
--Condition class 5 0 
--Total/mean 0 0.0 0.0 
--Partially retained, no harvest 
--Condition class 1 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
--Condition class 2 I 33.3 58.0 58.0 84. 1 40.0 40.0 94.1 
-----: 
Condition class 3 1 20.0 66.3 66.3 57.5 40.0 40.0 6Q.6 
__.-/ 
Condition class 4 2 22.2 25.8 12.9 25.8 10.0 5.0 )6.0 ~ 
Condition class 5 I 12.5 40.0 40.0 17.5 38.0 38.0 J8.7 ~ 
Total/mean 5 17.9 190.1 38.0 35.3 128.0 25.6 33.8 ,;._.--
Complete harvest 0 0.0 0.0 
-----Complete failure, not retained I 6.3 2.0 2.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 
-------: 
Total/mean 35 16.7 6 13.0 17.5 16.6 548.9 15.7 J7.5 
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Appendix B.2.A (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (ACP) 
Missouri Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 2 I 100.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 
Condition class 3 8 42.1 69.5 8.7 30.3 69.5 8.7 30.3 
Condition class 4 7 9.7 63.0 93.0 4.6 63 .0 9.0 4.6 
r-
Condition class 5 8 13.6 126.0 15.8 11.6 126.0 15.8 11.6 
Total/mean 24 15 .5 308.5 12.9 11.2 308.5 12.9 11.2 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 
Condition class 2 0 
r--
Condition class 3 0 
r--
Condition class 4 0 
I--
Condition class 5 0 
I--
Total/mean 0 0.0 0.0 
r--
Partially retained, no harvest 
I--
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I--
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I--
Condition class 3 3 60.0 32.0 
1--
10.7 27.8 14.0 4.7 21.2 
Condition class 4 
r-- 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 5 
I-- 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total/mean 3 10.7 32.0 r-- 10.7 5.9 14.0 4.7 3.7 
Complete harvest 
t-- I 9.1 2.0 2.0 0 .7 0.0 0.0 
~mplete failure, not retained 7 43.8 52.0 7.4 44.1 0.0 0.0 
Total/mean 35 16.7 394.5 11.3 10.7 322.5 9.2 10.3 
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Appendix B.2.A (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (ACP) 
--
S. Carolina Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
.-:: 
Completely retained 
-
Condition class 1 0 0 .0 0.0 o.o 
-Condition class 2 0 0 .0 0.0 o.o 
---
Condition class 3 5 26.3 89.0 17.8 38.8 89.0 17.8 38.8 
-Condition class 4 11 15 .3 368.0 33.5 26.9 368.0 33.5 26.9 
----Condition class 5 7 11.9 136.0 19.4 12.5 136.0 19.4 12.5 
---Total/mean 23 14.8 593.0 25.8 21.5 593 .0 25.8 21.5 
--Partial harvest 
--Condition class 1 0 
--Condition class 2 0 
--Condition class 3 0 
--Condition class 4 0 
--Condition class 5 0 
---Total/mean 0 0.0 0.0 
--Partially retained, no harvest 
----Condition class 1 1 33.3 7.0 7.0 26.9 2.0 2.0 40· 
---Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 
o.o 
----Condition class 3 1 20.0 17.0 17 .0 14.7 12.0 12.0 18.2 
--Condition class 4 2 22.2 45 .0 22.5 45 .0 34.0 17.0 54.4 
__:.-: 
Condition class 5 1 12.5 25.0 25.0 10.9 20.0 20.0 9.9 
---: 
Total/mean 5 17.9 94.0 18.8 17.4 68.0 13.6 J8.0 
___./ 
Complete harvest 5 45.5 173.2 34.6 62.9 0.0 0.0 
-----Complete failure, not retained 2 12.5 47.0 23.5 39.8 0.0 0.0 
-----Total/mean 35 16.7 907.2 25.9 24.6 661 .0 18.9 
z!.l 
Page B-12 
Appendix B 
Appendix B.2.A (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (ACP) 
Washington Cases Planted acres Retained acres 
(number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class 1 1 25.0 15.0 153.0 53.6 150. 15.0 53.6 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 4 23 31.9 337.0 14.7 24.6 337.0 14.7 24.6 
Condition class 5 4 6.8 52.0 13.0 4.8 52.0 13.0 4.8 
Total/mean 23 18.1 404.0 14.4 14.6 404.0 14.4 14.6 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 
Condition class 2 0 
Condition class 3 0 
-
Condition class 4 0 
-
Condition class 5 0 
t--
Total/mean 0 
t--
0.0 0.0 
Partially retained, no harvest 
t-
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
t-
Condition class 2 
t--
I 33.3 4.0 4.0 5.8 2.0 2.0 4.7 
Condition class 3 
t--
0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 4 
1---
2 22.2 11.0 5.5 11.0 7.0 3.5 11.2 
Condition class 5 
1---
2 25.0 14.0 7.0 6.1 12.0 6.0 5.9 
Total/mean 
1--- 5 17.9 29.0 5.8 5.4 
21.0 4.2 5.5 
Complete harvest 
t-- 0 0.0 0.0 
~mplete failure, not retained 2 12.5 5.0 2.5 4.2 0.0 0.0 
Total/mean 35 16.7 438.0 12.5 11.9 425.0 12.1 13.5 
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Appendix B.2.A (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (ACP) 
-
Wisconsin Cases Planted acres Retained acres 
(number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
-::;::; 
Completely retained 
-Condition class 1 2 50.0 3.0 1.5 10.7 3.0 1.5 10.7 
---Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
--Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
--Condition class 4 3 4.2 51.0 17.0 3.7 51.0 17.0 3.7 
--Condition class 5 16 27.1 342.5 21.4 31.6 342.5 2 1.4 31.6 
----Total/mean 21 13.5 396.5 18.9 14.4 396.5 18.9 14.4 
--Partial harvest 
--Condition class 1 0 
--Condition class 2 0 
--Condition class 3 0 
---Condition class 4 0 
---Condition class 5 0 
---Total/mean 0 0.0 0.0 
----Partially retained, no harvest 
-----: 
Condition class I I 33.3 5.0 5.0 19.2 1.0 1.0 zo.o 
----: 
Condition class 2 I 33.3 7.0 7.0 10.1 0.5 0.5 
1.2 
-----: 
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 
o.o 
.--------: 
Condition class 4 3 33.3 18.2 6.1 18.2 11.5 3.8 
18.4 
__;..-:-
Condition class 5 3 37.5 21.0 7.0 9.2 14.0 4.7 
6.9 
-----: 
Total/mean 8 28.6 9.5 27.0 3.4 
7.1 
51.2 6.4 ~ 
Complete harvest 3 27.3 62.0 20.7 22.5 0.0 0.0 ~ 
Complete failure, not retained 3 18.8 10.0 3.3 8.5 0.0 0.0 
-----:: 
Total/mean 35 16.7 519.7 14.8 14.1 423.5 12.1 
t3.5 
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Appendix B.2.A (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (ACP) 
All states Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class I 4 1.9 28.0 7.0 0.8 28.0 7.0 0.9 
Condition class 2 1 0.5 50.0 50.0 1.4 50.0 50.0 1.6 
Condition class 3 19 9.0 229.1 12.1 6.2 229.1 12.1 7.3 
Condition class 4 72 34.3 1,367.9 19.0 37.1 1,367.9 19.0 43.6 
Condition class 5 59 28. 1 1,084.5 18.4 29.4 1,084.5 18.4 34.6 
-
Total/mean 155 73.8 2,759.5 17.8 74.7 2,759.5 17.8 87.9 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 
Condition class 2 0 
Condition class 3 0 
Condition class 4 0 
-
Condition class 5 0 
-
TotaVmean 0 0.0 0.0 
-
Partially retained, no harvest 
--Condition class I 3 1.4 26.0 8.7 0.7 5.0 1.7 0.2 
--Condition class 2 3 1.4 69.0 23.0 1.9 42.5 14.2 1.4 
--Condition class 3 5 2.4 ·115.3 23.1 3.1 66.0 13.2 2.1 
-Condition class 4 9 4.3 100.0 11.1 2.7 62.5 6.9 2.0 
-Condition class 5 8 3.8 228.8 28.6 6.2 202.8 25.4 6.5 
--TotaVmean 28 13 .3 539.1 19.3 14.6 378.8 13.5 21.1 
----Complete harvest 
--
11 5.2 275 .2 25.0 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
~mplete failure, not retained 16 7.6 118.0 7.4 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
TotaVmean 210 100.0 3,691 .8 
--
17.6 100.0 3, 138.3 14.9 100.0 
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Appendix B.2.F. Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by state (FIP) 
-
Georgia Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
--
Completely retained 
---Condition class I 1 25.0 40.0 40.0 29.0 40.0 40.0 29.0 
-Condition class 2 I 25.0 15.0 15.0 11.2 15.0 15.0 I ).2 
--Condition class 3 2 16.7 64.0 32.0 13.9 64.0 32.0 )3.9 
---Condition class 4 19 16.4 1,100.0 57.9 21.3 1,100.0 57.9 21.3 
--Condition class 5 9 22.0 369.2 41.0 35.9 369.2 41.0 35.9 
--Total/mean 32 18.1 1,588.2 49.6 22.9 1,588.2 49.6 zz.9 
---Partial harvest 
---Condition class I 0 
--Condition class 2 0 
---Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 o.o ___.. 
Condition class 4 0 
--Condition class 5 0 
--TotaUmean 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
--Partially retained, no harvest ___.. 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 o.o ___.. 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-------:-
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-----: 
Condition class 4 2 20.0 55.0 27.5 11.3 45.0 22.5 Ji.4 
----: 
Condition class 5 0 0.0 0 .0 o.o 
----: 
TotaUmean 2 8.7 55.0 27.5 7.3 45 .0 22.5 
7.9 
-----Complete harvest 0 
------Complete failure, not retained I 11.1 10.0 10.0 4.6 0 .0 0.0 
---: 
TotaUmean 35 16.7 1,653.2 47.2 20.9 1,633.2 46.7 
zJ .S 
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Appendix B.2.F (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by state 
(FIP) 
Mississippi Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
. 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 2 2 50.0 105.0 52.5 78.4 105.0 52.5 78.4 
Condition class 3 2 16.7 71.0 35 .5 15.4 71.0 35.5 15.4 
Condition class 4 24 20.7 1,215.0 50.6 23.5 1,215.0 50.6 23.5 
Condition class 5 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
-
TotaVmean 28 15.8 1,391.0 49.7 20. 1 1,391.0 49.7 20.1 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 
-
Condition class 2 0 
.._ 
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
..__ 
Condition class 4 0 
-
Condition class 5 0 
-TotaVmean 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
..__ 
Partially retained, no harvest 
..__ 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
..__ 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1--
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
..__ 
Condition class 4 5 50.0 340.0 68.0 70.1 274.0 54.8 69.2 
..__ 
Condition class 5 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
..__ 
TotaVmean 5 
r--
21.7 340.0 68.0 45.3 274.0 54.8 48.2 
Complete harvest 
r---
0 
~mplete failure, not retained 2 22.2 82.0 41.0 37.4 0.0 0.0 
TotaVmean 35 16.7 1,8 13.0 
...._ 
51.8 22.9 1,665.0 47.6 22.2 
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Appendix B.2.F (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (FIP) 
Missouri Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class 1 2 50.0 90.0 45.0 65.2 90.0 45.0 65.2 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 3 4 33.3 111 .0 27.8 24.1 110.0 27.8 24.1 
Condition class 4 21 18.1 792.0 37.7 15.3 792.0 37.7 15.3 
-
Condition class 5 4 9.8 62.0 15.5 6.0 62.0 15.5 6.0 
Total/mean 31. 17.5 1,055.0 34.0 15.2 1,055.0 34.0 15.2 
Partial harvest 
-Condition class I 0 
-
Condition class 2 0 
-
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-
Condition class 4 0 
-Condition class 5 0 
-Total/mean 0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-
Partially retained, no harvest 
-Condition class 1 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-Condition class 3 1 100.0 40.0 40.0 100.0 29.0 29.0 100.0 
-Condition class 4 I 10.0 40.0 40.0 8.2 36.0 36.0 9.1 
-
Condition class 5 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-
Total/mean 2 8.7 80.0 40.0 10.7 65.0 32.5 11.4 
-Complete harvest 0 
-Complete failure, not retained 2 22.2 40.0 20.0 18.3 0.0 0.0 
-Total/mean 35 16.7 1,175.0 33.6 14.8 12,120.0 32.0 14.9 
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Appendix B.2.F (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (FIP) 
S. Carolina Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 3 4 33.3 215.2 53.8 46.7 215.2 53.8 46.7 
Condition class 4 22 19.0 1,127.0 51.2 21.8 1,127.0 51.2 2 1.8 
Condition class 5 4 9.8 242.0 60.5 23.5 242.0 60.5 23.8 
Total/mean 30 16.9 1,584.2 52.8 22.9 1,584.2 52.8 22.9 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 
Condition class 2 0 
Condition class 3 I 100.0 12.0 12.0 100.0 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Condition class 4 0 
Condition class 5 0 
Total/mean I 100.0 12.0 12.0 1.0. 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Partially retained, no harvest 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 4 1 10.0 35.0 35.0 7.2 30.0 30.0 7.6 
Condition class 5 2 20.0 81.0 40.5 45.8 49.0 24.5 45.4 
Total/mean 3 13 .0 1169.0 38.7 15.5 79.0 26.3 13.9 
Complete harvest 0 
Complete failure, not retained I 11.1 30.0 30.0 13.7 0.0 0.0 
Total/mean 35 16.7 1,742.2 49.8 22.0 1,665 .2 47.6 22.2 
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Appendix B.2.F (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (FIP) 
Washington Cases Planted acres Retained acres 
(number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class I I 25.0 8.0 8.0 5.8 8.0 8.0 5.8 
-Condition class 2 I 25.0 14.0 14.0 10.4 14.0 14.0 10.4 
-
Condition class 3 0 0 .0 0 .0 o.o 
Condition class 4 28 24.1 914.0 32.6 17.7 914.0 23.6 17.7 
-
Condition class 5 2 4.9 48.6 24.3 4.7 48.6 24.3 4.7 
Total/mean 32 18.1 984.6 30.8 14.2 984.6 30.8 !4.2 
-Partial harvest 
-Condition class I 0 
-Condition class 2 0 
-Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-Condition class 4 0 
-Condition class 5 0 
-Total/mean 0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 o.o 
-Partially retained, no harvest 
--Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
--Condition class 2 I 100.0 38.0 38.0 100.0 30.0 30.0 I ()().0 
-Condition class 3 0 0.0 0 .0 o.o 
__. 
Condition class 4 I 10.0 15.0 15.0 3.1 11.0 11.0 2.8 
-Condition class 5 0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-Total/mean 2 8.7 53.0 26.5 7.1 41.0 20.5 7.2 
--Complete harvest 0 
--Complete fai lure, not retained 1 11.1 38.0 38.0 17.4 0.0 0.0 
--Total/mean 35 16.7 1,075.6 30.7 13.6 1,025.6 29.3 J3.7 
--
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Appendix B.2.F (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (FIP) 
Wisconsin Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 3 0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 4 2 1.7 21.0 10.5 0.4 21.0 10.5 0.4 
Condition class 5 22 53.7 308.0 14.0 219.9 308.0 14.0 29.9 
Total/mean 24 13.6 329.0 13.7 4.7 329.0 13.7 4.7 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 
Condition class 2 0 
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 4 0 
Condition class 5 0 
Total/mean 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Partially retained, no harvest 
Condition class I 1 100.0 10.0 10.0 100.0 6.0 6.0 100.0 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 3 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 5 8 80.0 96.0 12.0 54.2 59.0 7.4 54.6 
Total/mean 9 39.1 106.0 11.8 14.1 65.0 7.2 11.4 
Complete harvest 0 
Complete failure, not retained 2 22.2 19.0 9.5 8.7 0.0 0.0 
Total/mean 35 16.7 454.0 13.0 5.7 394.0 11.3 5.3 
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Appendix B.2.F (continued). Case condition classification, by number of cases and acres, by 
state (FIP) 
All states Cases Planted acres Retained acres (number) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) (number) (mean) (percent) 
Completely retained 
Condition class I 4 1.9 138.0 34.5 1.7 138.0 34.5 1.8 
Condition class 2 4 1.9 134.0 33.5 1.7 134.0 33.5 1.8 
Condition class 3 12 5.7 461.2 38.4 5 .8 461 .2 38.4 6.1 
Condition class 4 116 55 .2 5,169.0 44.6 65 .3 5,169.0 44.6 68.9 
Condition class 5 41 19.5 1,029.8 25 .1 13.0 1,029.8 25 .1 163.7 
Total/mean 177 84.3 6,932.0 69.2 87 .6 6,932.0 39.2 92.4 
Partial harvest 
Condition class I 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 2 0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
Condition class 3 I 0.5 12.0 123.0 0.2 2.0 2.0 o.o 
Condition class 4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
Condition class 5 0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 o.o 
Total/mean I 0.5 12.0 12.0 0.2 2.0 2.0 o.o 
Partially retained, no harvest 
Condition class l I 0.5 10.0 10.0 0.1 6.0 63 .0 0.1 
Condition class 2 1 0.5 38.0 38.0 0 .5 30.0 30.0 0.4 
Condition class 3 I 0.5 40.0 40.0 0 .5 29.0 29.0 0.4 
Condition class 4 10 4.8 485 .0 48.5 6.1 396.0 69.6 5.3 
Condition class 5 10 4.8 185.0 48.5 6.1 396.0 39.6 5.3 
--
Total/mean 23 11.0 750.0 32.6 9.5 569.0 24.7 7.6 
--Complete harvest 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
Complete failure, not retained 2 4.3 219.0 24.3 2.8 0.0 0.0 o.o 
-Total/mean 210 100.0 7,913 .0 37.7 100.0 7,503.0 35 .7 100.0 
--
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Table B3.S. Distribution of completely retained case tracts, 
by acreage retained and state (Soil Bank Program) 
Retained Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (acres) 
Less4 0 0 1 
than 10 
10 - 14 0 2 0 
15- 19 I 0 0 
20 -24 0 3 0 
25 - 34 0 2 1 
35 - 49 I 0 I 
50 - 74 0 0 2 
75 - 99 1 0 0 
100 - 124 0 I I 
125 - 149 0 0 0 
150 - 199 0 1 0 
200 or more 0 1 1 
Total 3 10 7 
Appendix B 
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Table B3.A. Distribution of completely retained case tracts by acreage retained and state (ACP) 
Retained Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (acres) 
Less than 10 5 12 13 5 14 5 
10 - 14 5 5 5 4 3 5 
15 - 19 4 6 I 2 4 3 
20 -24 4 I 2 I 2 3 
25-34 8 I I 4 2 2 
35-49 2 4 I 2 2 3 
50-74 2 0 I 5 I 0 
Total 30 29 24 23 28 21 
Table B3.F. Distribution of completely retained case tracts by acreage retained and state (FIP) 
Retained Georgia Mississippi (acres) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 10 0 3 I 0 2 0 
10 - 14 0 0 7 2 4 15 
15 - 19 2 I 2 3 5 6 
20-24 3 2 0 0 4 2 
25-34 3 2 8 6 9 I 
-
35-49 11 9 5 5 4 0 
50-74 8 6 7 6 1 0 
75 - 99 3 I I 5 2 0 
-
100 - 124 1 2 0 3 I 0 
-
125- 149 I I 0 0 0 0 
-
150 - 199 0 I 0 0 0 0 
-
Total 32 28 31 30 32 24 
-
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Table B4.S. Distribution of partially retained case tracts 
by acreage retained and state (Soil Bank Program) 
Retained Georgia (acres) Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than lO 3 4 3 
lO- 14 1 0 0 
15- 19 1 0 0 
20-24 1 0 0 
25-34 0 0 2 
35-49 1 0 4 
50 - 74 I 0 I 
75-99 0 0 I 
100- 124 I 0 0 
125- 149 0 0 0 
150- 199 I I 0 
Total lO 5 11 
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Table B4.A. Distribution of partially retained case tracts by acreage retained and state (ACP) 
Retained Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (acres) 
Less than 10 1 2 2 2 5 8 
10 - 14 0 0 1 1 0 0 
15 - 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 
20-24 0 0 0 1 0 0 
25 - 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 
35-49 0 3 0 0 0 0 
50-74 0 0 0 0 0 0 
75 - 99 0 0 0 0 0 0 
100 - 124 I 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 2 5 3 5 5 8 
Table B4.F. Distribution of partially retained case tracts by acreage retained and state (FIP) 
Retained Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (acres) 
Less than 10 0 1 0 2 0 6 
10 - 14 0 0 0 0 1 3 
15- 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 
20-24 1 0 0 0 0 0 
25 - 34 1 I I 1 I 0 
35 - 49 0 I I I 0 0 
50-74 0 I 0 0 0 0 
75-99 0 0 0 0 0 0 
-
100 - 124 0 0 0 0 0 0 
125 - 149 0 0 0 0 0 0 
150- 199 0 I 0 0 0 0 
-
Total 2 5 2 4 2 9 
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Practice Characteristics 
Page C-1 
A endix C 
Table Cl.A. Distribution of case tracts by planting age, by state (ACP) 
Age Georgia Mississippi (years) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 5 2 5 1 1 0 0 
5- lO 14 17 6 6 11 2 
11 - 15 12 9 3 15 21 3 
16-20 5 I 18 9 3 lO 
21-25 0 0 0 0 0 0 
26-30 2 3 7 3 0 16 
31 - 35 0 0 0 I 0 4 
36 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Table Cl.F. Distribution of case tracts by planting age, by state (FIP) 
Age Georgia Mississippi (years) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 5 2 5 12 0 0 4 
5- 10 12 19 12 4 18 9 
11 - 15 20 10 II 21 17 18 
16 -20 I I 0 10 0 4 
21 -25 0 0 0 0 0 0 
26-30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
31-35 0 0 0 0 0 0 
36 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table C2.S. Distribution of tracts by acres planted, 
by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Size Georgia (acres) Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 10 0 4 1 
10 -25 7 13 3 
26-50 8 8 16 
51- 100 6 0 7 
100 or more 9 5 3 
Table C2.A. Distribution of case tracts by acres planted, by state (ACP) 
Size Georgia Mississippi (acres) Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
Less than 10 6 13 20 8 20 
10 -25 16 14 12 11 10 
26 - 50 II 6 3 13 4 
51-100 I 2 0 3 1 
100 or more 1 0 0 0 0 
Table C2.F. Distribution of case tracts by a~res planted, by state (FIP ) 
Size Georgia Mississippi (acres) Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
Less than 10 0 4 I 0 2 
10 - 25 6 4 10 6 15 
26-50 20 14 17 14 13 
51-100 7 9 7 12 5 
100 or more 2 4 0 3 0 
Appendix C 
Wisconsin 
16 
12 
7 
0 
0 
Wisconsin 
1 
33 
1 
0 
0 
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A endix C 
Table C3.S. Distribution of case tracts by planting rate, 
by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Trees per acre Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
500 or Jess 1 0 0 
501 - 700 3 0 I 
701 - 900 14 6 12 
901 - 1100 10 23 15 
I, 100 or more 2 1 I 
Table C3 A Distribution of case tracts by planting rate by state (ACP) . . 
' 
Trees per acre Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina 
500 or less I I 3 0 
501 - 700 24 5 I 5 
701 - 900 10 29 16 27 
901 - 1100 0 0 5 3 
1,100 or more 0 0 I 0 
Table C3.F. Distribution of case tracts by planting rate, by state (FIP) 
Trees per acre Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina 
500 or less 0 0 I 0 
501 - 700 27 2 0 II 
701-900 8 31 3 23 
901 - 1100 0 I I 1 
1,100 or more 0 0 0 0 
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Table C4.S. Distribution of case tracts by site preparation 
methods, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Methods Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Disk 0 0 0 
Burn I 4 2 
Spray 0 0 I 
Inject 26 0 0 
Doze/rake 0 0 0 
Windrow 0 0 0 
Bed 0 0 0 
Combination 0 26 27 
Unknown 3 0 0 
Total 30 30 30 
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Table C4.A. Distribution of case tracts by site preparation methods, by state (ACP) 
-
Method Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
....-::: 
Disk 0 0 2 I 0 0 
-Bum 0 2 17 I 0 0 
-Spray 0 0 I 0 3 4 
-Inject 0 7 0 I 0 0 
-Doze/rake 2 0 0 2 0 0 
--Windrow 6 I 0 5 0 0 
--Bed 7 0 0 0 0 0 
--Combination 20 25 14 25 33 25 
--Unknown 0 0 I 0 0 6 
--Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
Table C4.F. Distribution of case tracts by site preparation methods, by state (FIP) 
--Method Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
~ 
Disk 0 0 I 0 0 0 
-----
Burn 0 2 5 0 0 o___, 
Spray 0 0 2 0 I 2__... 
Inject 0 15 0 0 0 o__... 
Doze/rake 2 0 0 3 2 o___.-
Windrow 15 0 0 II 0 o__.,. 
Bed 7 0 0 7 0 o___.-
Combination II 20 27 14 32 2~ 
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 II__....-
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
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Table Dl.S. Landowner characteristics of tracts with transferred ownership (Soil Bank Program) 
Original applicant Current owner 
Occupation Residence Occupation Residence 
Farmer Non- Farm Off- Farmer Non- Farm 
Off-
State Age (number) Farmer (number) Farm (number) Farmer (number) Farm (years) (percent (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 52.7 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 3.0 13.0 3.0 13.0 
(8.5) 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 18.8 81.2 18.8 81.2 
Mississippi 48.9 8.0 8.0 6.0 10.0 10.0 15.0 2.0 14.0 
(9.1) 50.0 50.0 37.5 62.5 6.3 93.7 12.5 87.5 
S. Carolina 56.9 6.0 15 .0 8.0 13.0 1.0 20.0 1.0 20.0 
(7.5) 28.6 71.4 38.1 61.9 4.8 95.2 4.8 95.2 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
· Table Dl.A. Landowner characteristics of tracts with transferred ownership (ACP) 
Original applicant Current owner 
Occupation Residence Occupation Residence 
Farmer Non- Farm Off- Farmer Non- Farm Off-
State Age (number) Farmer (number) Farm (number) Farmer (number) Farm (years) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 48.0 2.0 6.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 7.0 
(8.8) 25.0 75.0 37.5 62.5 25.0 75.5 12.5 87.5 
Mississippi 52.0 2.0 4.0 1.0 5. 0.0 6.0 0.0 6.0 
(11.6) 33.3 66.7 16.7 83.3 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 
Missouri 51.4 7.0 10.0 3.0 14.0 2.0 15.0 3.0 14.0 
(6.0) 41.2 58.8 17.6 82.4 11.8 88.2 17.6 82.4 
S. Carolina 58.8 2.0 12.0 2.0 12.0 1.0 13.0 1.0 13.0 
(9.3) 14.3 85.7 14.3 85.7 7.1 92.9 7.1 92.9 
Washington 55.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 2.0 9.0 2.0 9.0 
(9.3) 45.5 54.5 45.5 54.5 18.2 81.8 18.2 81.8 
Wisconsin 49.2 2.0 1.01 3.0 10.0 3.0 10.0 4.0 9.0 
(8.3) 15.4 84.6 23.1 76.9 32.1 76.9 30.8 69.2 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
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Table Dl.F. Landowner characteristics of tracts with transferred ownership (FIP) 
Original applicant Current owner 
Occupation Residence Occupation Residence 
Farmer Non- Farm Off- Farmer Non- Farm Off-
State Age (Number) Farmer (number) Farm (number) Farmer (Number) Farm (years) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (number) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
Georgia 51.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 0.0 4.0 
(12.7) 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 100.0 
Mississippi 59.8 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 
( 13.4) 25.0 75 .0 25.0 75.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 
Missouri 53 .8 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
(10.3) 25 .0 75.0 25.0 75 .0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 
S. Carolina 58.8 2.0 6.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 8.0 
(8.5) 33.3 66.7 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 
Washington 49.2 2.0 3.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 
(7.8) 40.0 60.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 60.0 40.0 
Wisconsin 47.3 2.0 10.0 0.0 12.0 1.0 11.0 2.0 10.0 
(6.9) 16.7 83 .3 0.0 100.0 8.3 91.7 16.7 83.3 
Note: Number in parentheses is standard deviation. 
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Table D2.S. Tract characteristics of cases with transferred ownership (Soil 
Bank Program) 
Characteristic Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Mean age 33.3 33.9 32.8 
(years) (1.6) (3.1) (1.4) 
Mean size 76.0 34.4 50.5 
(acres) (66.0) (50.4) (40.9) 
Current use of tract (number) (number) (number) 
(percent) (percent) (percent) 
Forested' 7.0 7.0 16.0 
43.8 43.8 76.2 
Non-forested 9.0 9.0 5.0 
56.2 56.2 23.8 
Condition Class (number) (number) (number) 
(percent) (percent) (percent) 
F 0.0 0.0 2.0 
0.0 0.0 12.5 
1 0.0 0.0 1.0 
0.0 0.0 6.3 
2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
3 2.0 0.0 3.0 
28.6 0.0 18.8 
4 0.0 2.0 0.0 
0.0 28.6 0.0 
5 5.0 5.0 10.0 
71.4 71.4 62.5 
1Tracts classified as forested include those that have been harvested and replanted, and also 
those that are in hardwood or mixed-forests. 
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Table D2.A. Tract characteristics of cases with transferred ownership (ACP) 
--Characteristic Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
--:;::::::; 
Average age 17.1 12.2 22.1 17.8 12.3 25.2 
(years) (6.6) (9.7) (4.8) (6.9) (2.3) (6.8) 
--Average size 32.9 23.7 16.0 26.5 11.0 16.1 
(acres) (41.6) (20.8) (15.0) (15 .5) (9.3) (14.9) 
--Current use of tract (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) 
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
-----Forested 1 8.0 6.0 14.0 10.0 9.0 11.0 
100.0 100.0 82.4 71.4 81.8 84:--
Non-forested 0.0 0.0 3.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 
0.0 0.0 17.6 28.6 18.2 15 .~ 
Condition Class (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) 
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
~ 
F 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ~ 
l 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ).0 
12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ~ 
2 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 o.o 
0.0 16.7 7.1 0.0 II. I ~ 
3 1.0 1.0 5.0 4.0 0.0 o.o 
12.5 16.7 35 .7 40.0 0.0 ~ 
4 3.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 7.0 3.0 
37.5 33.3 21.4 50.0 77.8 ~ 
5 3.0 2.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 7.0 
37.5 33 .3 35.7 10.0 11.1 63.6 
sts· 1Tracts classified as forested include those that have been harvested and replanted, and also those that are in hardwood or mixed-fore 
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Table D2.F. Tract characteristics of cases with transferred ownership (FIP) 
Characteristic Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Average age 12.3 11.0 8.0 14.0 11.4 12.1 
(years) ( 1.9) (4.7) (2.2) (2.4) (1.5) (3 .1) 
Average size 69.0 59.0 27.5 63.0 27.3 12.0 
(acres) (47.9) (39.4) (20.6) (37.5) (11.0) (3.8) 
Current use of tract (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) 
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
Forested 1 4.0 4.0 4.0 7.0 4.0 10.0 
100.0 100.0 100.0 87.5 80.0 83.3 
Non-forested 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 20.0 16.7 
Condition Class (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) (number) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 
F 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
I 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 
2 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 
3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4 2.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 1.0 
50.0 50.0 75 .0 71.4 75 .0 10.0 
5 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 8.0 
50.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 80.0 
1Tracts classified as forested include those that have been harvested and replanted, and also those that are in hardwood or mixed-forests . 
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Table El.S. Distribution of case tracts by site index 
species, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Species Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Loblolly 10 25 23 
Slash 20 3 7 
Shortleaf 0 2 0 
Total 30 30 30 
Table El.A. Distribution of case tracts by site index species, by state (ACP) 
Species Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
Loblolly 2 1 32 0 33 0 
Slash 14 2 0 2 0 
Shortleaf 0 I 8 0 0 
Red 0 0 0 0 0 
Ponderosa 0 0 0 0 3 
Spruce 0 0 0 0 0 
Douglas fir 0 0 0 0 32 
Oak 0 0 27 0 0 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 
Table El.F. Distribution of case tracts by site index species, by state (FIP) 
Species Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
Loblolly 21 33 0 34 0 
Slash 13 0 0 I 0 
Longleaf 1 0 0 0 0 
Short1eaf 0 2 I 0 0 
Red 0 0 0 0 0 
Spruce 0 0 0 0 0 
Douglas fir 0 0 0 0 0 
Western hemlock 0 0 0 0 I 
Western red cedar 0 0 0 0 I 
Oak 0 0 34 0 0 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 
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Table E2.S. Distribution of case tracts by physiographic 
type, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Physiographic Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
type 
Very dry 0 0 0 
Medium dry 0 1 0 
Well drained 26 22 16 
Medium wet 4 7 II 
Wet 0 0 3 
Total 30 30 30 
Table E2.A. Distribution of case tracts by physiographic type, by state (ACP) 
Physiographic Georgia Mississippi 
type Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
Very dry I 0 I 0 I 
Medium dry 3 2 8 5 6 
Well drained 24 23 22 17 24 
Medium wet 6 9 4 8 4 
Wet I I 0 5 0 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 
Table E2.F. Distribution of case tracts by physiographic type, by state (FIP) 
Physiographic Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
type 
Very dry I I 1 I 0 
Medium dry 3 5 13 2 2 
Well drained 21 28 15 19 29 
Medium wet 9 I 6 8 4 
Wet I 0 0 5 0 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 
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Table E3.S. Distribution of case tracts by slope, by 
state (Soil Bank Program) 
Slope Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (percent) 
0 - 8 22 18 29 
9 - 15 8 10 1 
16 or more 0 2 0 
Total 30 30 30 
Table E3.A. Distribution of case tracts by slope, by state (ACP) 
Slope Georgia (percent) Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina 
0 - 8 27 13 11 31 
9- 15 7 21 22 2 
16 or more 1 1 1 2 
Total 35 35 35 35 
Table E3.F. Distribution of case tracts by slope, by state (FIP) 
Slope Georgia (percent) Mississippi Missouri 
0-8 23 2 5 
9 - 15 11 20 27 
16 or more 1 13 3 
Total 35 35 35 
Table E4.S. Distribution of case tracts by prior land 
use, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Land use type Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Old field 1 13 2 
Crops 28 7 18 
Pasture 0 1 0 
Forest 0 0 0 
Mixed I 0 0 0 
Undetermined I 9 10 
Total 30 30 30 
I This refers to a combination of uses on a given tract. 
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Table E4.A. Distribution of case tracts by prior land use, by state (ACP) 
Land use type Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Old field 4 4 5 4 1 7 
Crops 0 0 I 2 0 0 
Pasture 0 3 12 I 2 9 
Forest! 23 II 7 16 20 2 
Oak 3 0 1 0 0 2 
Oak/Hickory 4 4 5 I 0 0 
Conifer 7 2 0 10 5 0 
Hardwood/Conifer 10 8 2 II 17 4 
Other forest 3 6 2 3 6 5 
Mixed2 I 0 1 0 0 0 
Undetermined 7 17 9 12 12 17 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
I The following forest types found on case tracts may sum to a greater number than the number of previously forested tracts due 
to mixes of types on individual tracts. 
2This refers to a combination of uses on a given tract. 
Table E4.F. Distribution of FIP case tracts by prior land use, by state 
Land use type Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Old field 0 I 3 2 0 I 
Crops 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pasture 0 0 I 0 0 7 
Forest! 26 25 25 30 30 I 
Oak I 0 I 0 0 0 
Oak/Hickory 3 II 26 3 0 0 
Conifer 7 2 0 8 9 I 
Hardwood/Conifer 19 13 I 19 16 I 
Other forest 3 2 0 2 9 2 
Mixed2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Undetermined 9 9 6 3 5 26 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
I The following forest types found on case tracts may sum to a greater number than the number of previously forested tracts due 
to mixes of types on individual tracts. 
2This refers to a combination of uses on a given tract. 
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Table ES.S. Distribution of case tracts by land use of 
nonretained portion, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Land use Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
type 
Crops 0 2 0 
Pasture 0 1 0 
Forest 16 13 10 
Commercial 0 0 0 
Residential 3 0 3 
Other/mix l 8 4 10 
Total 27 20 23 
1 The category "Other/Mix" includes uses which do not fall in the other categories. 
Table ES.A. Distribution of case tracts by land use of nonretained portion, by state (ACP) 
Land use Georgia Mississippi type Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Crops 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Pasture 1 0 2 0 3 1 
Forest 1 3 3 5 1 6 
Commercial 1 0 0 1 0 I 
Residential 1 I 3 2 0 2 
Other/mix l 1 2 3 3 3 2 
Total 5 6 11 11 7 14 
lThe category "Other/Mix" includes uses which do not fall in the other categories. 
Table ES.F. Distribution of case tracts by land use of nonretained portion, by state (FIP) 
Land use Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin type 
Crops 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pasture 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Forest 1 5 1 4 0 3 
Commercial 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Residential 0 0 0 1 1 3 
Other/mix l 2 2 1 0 1 3 
Total 3 7 3 5 2 11 
l The category "Other/Mix" includes uses which do not fall in the other categories. 
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Table E6.S. Distribution of present uses on nonretained case tracts by prior use, 
by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Prior use 
(number of uses on tracts) 
State Old field Cropland Pasture Forest Other (present use) 
Georgia 
Cropland 
Pasture 4 
Commercial 2 
Residential I 6 
Forest 2 21 
Mississippi 
Cropland I I 
Pasture 1 
Commercial 
Residential 1 1 
Forest 12 6 3 
S. Carolina 
Cropland 3 1 
Pasture 1 
Commercial 1 1 
Residential 1 3 1 
Forest 6 17 I 
All states 
Cropland 1 4 I 
Pasture 1 5 
Commercial I 3 
Residential 3 10 1 
Forest 20 44 4 
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Table E6.A. Distribution of present uses on nonretained case tracts by prior use, 
by state (ACP) 
Prior use 
(number of uses on tracts) 
State Old field Cropland Pasture Forest Other (present use) 
Georgia 
Cropland 
Pasture I 
Commercial I 
Residential I I I 
Forest 2 
Mississippi 
Cropland 
Pasture 
Commercial 
Residential I I 
Forest 2 I 4 I 
Missouri 
Cropland 
Pasture 2 I 5 I 
Commercial 
Residential I I I 
Forest I I 3 I 
S. Carolina 
Cropland I I 
Pasture 
Commercial I I 
Residential 2 2 
Forest 5 I 3 5 
Washington 
Cropland 
Pasture I 3 
Commercial 
Residential I 2 
Forest I 
Wisconsin 
Cropland I 4 2 
Pasture 2 2 I 
Commercial I I 
Residential 2 I 
Forest 6 2 3 2 
All states 
Cropland I 5 3 
Pasture 2 I 10 3 
Commercial I I 2 
Residential 6 I 5 6 
Forest 13 2 7 18 4 
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Table E6.F. Distribution of present uses on nonretained case tracts by prior use, 
by state (FIP) 
Prior use 
(number of uses on tracts) 
State 
(present use) Old field Cropland Pasture Forest Other 
Georgia 
Cropland 
Pasture 
Commercial 
Residential 
Forest 
2 1 2 
Mississippi 
Cropland 
Pasture 2 1 3 Commercial 
Residential 
Forest 
4 6 
Missouri 
Cropland 
Pasture 1 2 1 Commercial 
Residential 
Forest 
1 2 
S. Carolina 
Cropland 
Pasture 
Commercial 
Residential 
Forest 1 
4 
Washington 
Cropland 
Pasture 
Commercial 
Residential I 
Forest I 
Wisconsin 
Cropland 2 2 I 
Pasture 3 I 6 I 2 
Commercial I I 
Residential 3 3 I 
Forest 2 3 2 2 
All states 
Cropland 2 2 I 
Pasture 6 1 9 5 2 
Commercial I 1 
Residential 3 3 2 I 
Forest 9 I 3 17 2 
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Table E7 .S. Distribution of case tracts by land use of 
adjacent tracts, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Land use Georgia (type) Mississippi S. Carolina 
Crops 0 1 0 
Pasture 0 1 0 
Forest 13 18 12 
Commercial 0 0 0 
Residential 11 8 15 
Industrial 1 1 I 
Other/mix I 5 I 2 
Total 30 30 30 
lrnclude uses that do not fall in the other categories. 
Table E7.A. Distribution of case tracts by land use of adjacent tracts, by state (ACP) 
Land use Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (type) 
Crops 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Pasture 0 0 21 0 0 0 
Forest 24 26 0 19 19 II 
Commercial 0 0 9 0 0 I 
Residential 7 8 0 15 II 15 
Industrial 0 0 4 0 l 3 
Other/Mix! 4 I 0 I 4 5 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
I Includes uses that do not fall in the other categories. 
Table E7 .F. Distribution of case tracts by land use of adjacent tracts, by state (FIP) 
Land use Georgia Mississippi (type) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Crops 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Pasture 0 0 21 0 0 0 
Forest 24 26 0 19 19 II 
Commercial 0 0 9 0 0 1 
Residential 7 8 0 15 II 15 
Industrial 0 0 4 0 I 3 
Other/Mix! 4 I 0 I 4 5 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
I Includes uses that do not fal l in the other categories. 
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Table ES.S. Distribution of case tracts by distance from 
an all-weather road, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (miles) 
Less than 1.0 25 28 29 
1.0 - 2.49 5 2 1 
2.5 or more 0 0 0 
Total 30 30 30 
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Table ES.A. Distribution of case tracts by distance from an all-weather road, by state (ACP) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (miles) 
Less than 1.0 28 30 27 33 34 35 
1.0 - 2.49 7 5 7 2 1 0 
2.5 or more 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
Table ES.F. Distribution of case tracts by distance from an all-weather road, by state (FIP) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi (miles) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 1.0 30 32 26 32 35 35 
1.0 - 2.49 5 2 8 3 0 0 
2.5 or more 0 I 1 0 0 0 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
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Table E9.S. Distribution of case tracts by distance 
from nearest town, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (miles) 
Less than 5.0 12 8 7 
5.0 - 9.9 15 5 8 
10.0 - 14.9 3 11 10 
15.0 - 19.9 0 6 5 
20 or more 0 0 0 
Total 30 30 30 
Table E9.A. Distribution of case tracts by distance from nearest town, by state (ACP) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (miles) 
Less than 5.0 12 8 6 8 8 II 
5.0 - 9.9 13 9 8 14 12 10 
10.0 - 14.9 8 7 3 6 6 7 
15.0 - 19.9 2 7 6 5 4 6 
20 or more 0 4 12 2 5 I 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
Table E9.F. Distribution of case tracts by distance from nearest town, by state (FIP) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (miles) 
Less than 5.0 13 2 I 4 5 8 
5.0-9.9 15 14 6 10 12 21 
10.0- 14.9 5 12 5 14 9 3 
15.0- 19.9 2 6 7 4 8 I 
20 or more 0 1 16 3 I 2 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
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Table ElO.S. Distribution of case tracts by distance 
from nearest SMSA, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (miles) 
Less than 25 0 0 0 
25- 49 6 0 13 
50 - 74 14 6 9 
75- 99 10 10 8 
100 - 124 0 4 0 
125 - 149 0 0 0 
150 or more 0 10 0 
Total 30 30 30 
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Table ElO.A. Distribution of case tracts by distance from nearest SMSA, by state (ACP) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi (miles) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 25 0 I I I I I 
25 - 49 5 I 0 16 17 5 
50 - 74 17 3 8 14 7 II 
75 - 99 13 14 II 4 10 II 
100 - 124 0 8 12 0 0 7 
125 - 149 0 7 3 0 0 0 
150 or more 0 I 0 0 0 0 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
Table ElO.F. Distribution of case tracts by distance from nearest SMSA, by state (FIP) 
Distance Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (miles) 
Less than 25 0 0 1 0 0 1 
25 - 49 9 1 0 19 14 8 
50 - 74 20 4 5 12 11 9 
75 - 99 6 7 12 4 9 14 
100 - 124 0 11 10 0 1 3 
125 - 149 0 8 0 0 0 0 
150 or more 0 4 7 0 0 0 
Total 35 35 35 35 35 35 
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Table Fl.S. Distribution of retained case tracts by conifer 
species, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Species Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Loblolly 6 II 17 
Slash 7 3 I 
Shortleaf 0 1 0 
Virginia 1 0 0 
Eastern Red Cedar 0 2 0 
Table Fl.A. Distribution of retained case tracts by conifer species, by state (ACP) 
Species Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
Loblolly 21 32 4 25 0 
Slash 13 2 0 3 0 
Shortleaf I 0 29 0 0 
White 0 0 2 0 0 
Red 0 0 0 0 0 
Scotch 0 0 2 0 0 
Virginia 1 0 0 0 0 
Ponderosa 0 0 0 0 3 
Jack 0 0 I 0 0 
Spruce 0 0 0 0 0 
Douglas Fir 0 0 0 0 30 
Western Hemlock 0 0 0 0 3 
Eastern Red Cedar 0 0 5 0 0 
Loblolly (Natural) 0 0 0 2 0 
Shortleaf (Natural) 0 7 0 0 0 
Douglas Fir (Natural) 0 0 0 0 9 
Ponderosa (Natural) 0 0 0 0 I 
Grand Fir (Natural) 0 0 0 0 I 
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Appendix F 
Table Fl.F. Distribution of retained case tracts by conifer species, by state (FIP) 
Species Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Loblolly 19 33 2 34 0 0 
Slash 14 0 0 0 0 0 
Longleaf 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Shortleaf 0 I 32 0 0 0 
White 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Red 0 0 0 0 0 32 
Scotch 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Virginia 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Ponderosa 0 0 0 0 I 0 
Jack 0 0 0 0 0 I 
Spruce 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Douglas Fir 0 0 0 0 34 0 
Western Hemlock 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Western Red Cedar 0 0 0 0 8 0 
Eastern Red Cedar 0 2 4 0 0 0 
Loblolly (Natural) 0 3 0 6 0 0 
Shortleaf (Natural) 0 7 0 0 0 0 
Douglas Fir (Natural) 0 0 0 0 6 0 
Ponderosa (Natural) 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Page F-3 
Appendix F 
Table F2.S. Distribution of case tracts by total1 conifer 
density, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Trees Georgia (per acre) Mississippi S. Carolina 
100 or less 4 2 8 
100-249 9 12 9 
250-499 0 I 0 
1 Includes volunteer natural regeneration. 
Table F2.A. Distribution of case tracts by total conifer density, by state' (ACP) 
Trees Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington (per acre) 
100 or less l I 3 2 I 
100 -249 7 2 6 5 17 
250 - 499 15 13 17 17 12 
500 - 749 8 17 2 4 3 
750-999 l 0 I 0 0 
I ,000 or more 0 I 0 0 0 
1 Includes volunteer natural regeneration. 
Table F2.F. Distribution of case tracts by total conifer density, by state1 (FIP) 
Trees Georgia Mississippi (per acre) Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
100 or Jess 0 I 3 0 5 
100 -249 2 5 l I 22 
250-499 22 18 3 31 7 
500 - 749 lO 9 5 0 0 
750- 999 0 0 12 2 0 
l ,000 or more 0 0 7 0 0 
1 Includes volunteer natural regeneration. 
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Appendix F 
Table F3.S. Distribution of case tracts by planted conifer 
density, by state1 (Soil Bank Program) 
Trees Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (per acre) 
I 00 or less 4 2 8 
I 00 - 249 9 12 9 
250 - 499 0 I 0 
1 Includes only species planted 
Table F3.A. Distribution of case tracts by planted conifer density, by state1 (ACP) 
Trees Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington (per acre) 
I 00 or less I I 4 3 I 
I 00 - 249 8 2 7 5 17 
250 - 499 15 13 15 17 12 
500 - 749 8 17 2 3 3 
750 - 999 0 0 I 0 0 
1 ,000 or more 0 1 0 0 0 
1Includes only species planted. 
Table F3.F. Distribution of case tracts by planted conifer density, by state1 (FIP) 
Trees Georgia Mississippi (per acre) Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
I 00 or less 0 I 3 0 7 
I 00 - 249 3 5 I 1 20 
250 - 499 22 18 3 32 7 
500 - 749 9 9 5 I 0 
750 - 999 0 0 13 0 0 
I ,000 or more 0 0 6 0 0 
1 Includes only species planted. 
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Table F4.S. Distribution of case tracts by conifer mean 
diameter at breast height, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
DBH Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (inches) 
less than 1.0 0 0 0 
1.0 - 2.4 0 0 0 
2.5 - 4.9 0 0 0 
5.0 - 7.4 0 0 0 
7.5 - 9.9 l 2 4 
10.0 - I2.4 II 10 II 
12.5 - 14.9 1 2 3 
15.0 or more 0 I 0 
Table F4.A. Distribution of case tracts by conifer mean diameter at breast height, by state (ACP) 
DBH Georgia Mississippi (inches) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
less than 1.0 0 0 I 0 0 0 
1.0 - 2.4 I I 0 0 0 I 
2.5-4.9 15 20 7 7 25 6 
5.0 - 7.4 13 7 17 16 7 11 
7.5-9.9 I I 3 4 I 8 
10.0 - 12.4 I 3 2 I 0 I 
12.5 - 14.9 I 0 0 0 0 I 
Table F4.F. Distribution of case tracts by conifer mean diameter at breast height, by state (FIP) 
DBH Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (inches) 
less than 1.0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
1.0 -2.4 2 2 4 0 1 3 
2.5 - 4.9 I5 18 20 10 27 21 
5.0 - 7.4 15 10 4 23 6 3 
7.5 - 9.9 I 2 I 1 0 0 
10.0 - 12.4 0 I 0 0 0 0 
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Table FS.S. Distribution of case tracts by total conifer basal 
area, by state1 (Soil Bank Program) 
Basal area Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (square foot/acre) 
50 or less I 0 3 
50-99 7 6 14 
100 - 149 5 9 1 
1 Includes volunteer trees. 
Appendix F 
Table FS.A. Distribution of ACP case tracts by total conifer basal area, by state1 (ACP) 
Basal area Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (square foot/acre) 
50 or less 17 14 5 8 30 7 
50-99 14 15 16 18 0 17 
100 - 149 1 2 4 2 I 3 
150 - 199 0 I 2 0 0 0 
200 or more 0 0 0 0 0 I 
1 Includes volunteer trees. 
Table FS.F. Distribution of case tracts by total conifer basal area, by state1 (FIP) 
Basal area Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (square foot/acre) 
50 or less 13 19 13 6 33 10 
50-99 20 12 13 28 1 12 
100 - 149 0 1 3 0 0 1 
150- 199 0 0 0 0 0 I 
1 Includes volunteer trees. 
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Table F6.S. Distribution of case tracts by primary conifer 
species basal area, by state1 (Soil Bank Program) 
Basal area Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (square foot/acre) 
50 or less I 0 3 
50 - 99 7 6 13 
100 - 149 5 9 I 
1Does not includes volunteer trees. 
Table F6.A. Distribution of case tracts by primary conifer species basal area, by state1 (ACP) 
-
Basal area Georgia Mississippi (square foot/acre) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
-: 
50 or less 18 15 5 8 30 7 
50 - 99 13 14 17 18 0 18 
-100 - 149 I 2 3 2 I 3 
-150 - 199 0 I 2 0 0 0 
-200 or more 0 0 0 0 0 I 
1Does not include volunteer trees. 
Table F6.F. Distribution of case tracts by primary conifer species basal area, by state1 (FIP) 
----Basal area Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (square foot/acre) 
~ 
50 or less 14 19 13 7 33 10 
--50-99 19 12 13 27 I 14 
-----100- 149 0 I 2 0 0 0 
1 Does not include volunteer trees. 
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Table F7.S. Distribution of case tracts by percent of 
conifer species basal area in a dominant crown position, 
by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Dominant 
Crown Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 
10-24 0 0 0 
25-49 0 0 0 
50-74 0 0 1 
75- 100 13 15 17 
Appendix F 
Table F7 .A. Distribution of case tracts by percent of conifer species basal area in a dominant 
crown position, by state (ACP) 
Dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10-24 0 0 1 0 3 0 
25-49 3 1 0 0 5 0 
50-74 15 23 15 12 16 14 
75 - 100 14 10 13 16 8 15 
Table F7 .F Distribution of case tracts by percent of conifer species basal area in a dominant 
crown position, by state (FIP) 
Dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 b 
10 -24 1 2 2 0 2 0 
25-49 0 4 3 0 4 1 
50-74 17 22 11 22 21 22 
75- 100 16 4 14 12 6 10 
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Table FS.S. Distribution of case tracts by percent of coni-
fer species basal area in a co-dominant crown position, by 
state (Soil Bank Program) 
Co-dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 
10 - 24 13 15 16 
25 - 49 0 0 0 
50 - 74 0 0 I 
Table FS.A. Distribution of case tracts by percent of conifer species basal area in a co-dominant 
crown position, by state (ACP) 
Co-dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10-24 15 10 12 16 2 14 
25 - 49 13 15 12 12 10 II 
50 - 74 4 9 3 0 II 2 
75 - 100 0 0 I 0 4 0 
Table FS.F Distribution of case tracts by percent of conifer species basal area in a co-dominant 
crown position, by state (FIP) 
Co-dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 - 24 16 4 14 12 6 10 
25-49 15 16 9 22 14 16 
50-74 2 10 2 0 11 7 
75- 100 I 3 4 0 3 0 
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Hardwood Component Characteristics 
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Table G l.S. Distribution of retained case tracts by hard-
wood species, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Species Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Oak 3 2 0 
Cherry 1 0 0 
Sweetgum 2 9 4 
Yellow poplar 1 3 0 
Black walnut 0 1 0 
Holly 0 0 1 
Table Gl.A. Distribution of retained ACP case tracts by hardwood species, by state (ACP) 
Species Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Oak 12 15 18 13 0 4 
Cherry 4 3 2 3 1 0 
Sweetgum 5 8 0 12 0 0 
Hickory 0 5 5 0 0 0 
Maple 0 1 2 0 8 1 
Cottonwood 0 0 0 0 6 4 
Yellow poplar 0 4 2 0 0 0 
Red alder 0 0 0 0 22 0 
Birch 0 0 0 I 2 1 
Elm 0 I 6 1 0 2 
Persimmon 0 0 6 0 0 1 
Sycamore 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Sassafras 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Willow 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Scrub oak 0 I 0 0 0 0 
Blackgum 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Dogwood 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Honey locust 0 0 1 1 0 0 
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Table G l.F. Distribution of retained case tracts by hardwood species, by state (FIP) 
Species Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Oak 17 24 29 I7 0 I 
Cherry 8 8 5 I3 3 0 
Sweet gum 8 10 I 23 0 0 
Hickory 0 I4 13 0 0 0 
Maple 0 I 0 0 9 0 
Cottonwood 0 0 0 I 10 2 
Yellow poplar 0 0 0 I 0 0 
Red alder 0 0 0 0 33 0 
Birch 0 0 0 I 0 I 
Black walnut I 0 0 0 0 0 
Elm 0 I 2 0 0 0 
Sassafras 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Willow 0 0 0 0 6 0 
Scrub oak 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Tupelo 0 I 0 0 0 0 
Blackgum 0 2 0 0 0 0 
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Table G2.S. Distribution of retained Soil Bank case tracts by 
total hardwood density, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Trees per acre Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
100 or less 4 9 4 
l 00 - 249 0 l 0 
Table G2.A. Distribution of retained case tracts by total hardwood density, by state (ACP) 
Trees per acre Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
l 00 or less 13 16 23 16 16 9 
I 00 - 249 0 2 I I 4 0 
250 - 499 0 0 0 0 3 0 
500 -749 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Table G2.F. Distribution of retained FIP case tracts by total hardwood density, by state (FIP) 
Trees per acre Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
l 00 or less 18 18 13 26 18 3 
100 - 249 I 8 5 l 12 l 
250 -499 l 2 11 0 3 0 
500- 749 0 0 I 0 0 0 
750 - 999 0 0 I 0 0 0 
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Table G3.S. Distribution of retained case tracts by total 
hardwood basal area, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Basal area Georgia (square feet/acre) Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 50 4 10 4 
1 Includes volunteer trees. 
Appendix G 
Table G3.A. Distribution of retained case tracts by total hardwood basal area, by state (ACP) 
Basal area Georgia Mississippi (square foot/acre) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 50 13 18 25 17 2 1 9 
1 Includes volunteer trees. 
Table G3.F. Distribution of retained case tracts by total hardwood basal area, by state (FIP) 
Basal area Georgia (square foot/acre) Mississippi Missouri 
Less than 50 20 28 28 
1 Includes volunteer trees. 
Table G4.S. Distribution of retained case tracts by 
hardwood mean diameter at breast he'ight, by state 
(Soil Bank Program) 
DBH Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (inches) 
Less than 1.0 0 0 0 
l.0 - 2.4 0 0 0 
2.5-4.9 l 2 I 
5.0 - 7.4 I I l 
7.5 - 9.9 2 3 l 
10.0 - 12.4 0 l I 
12.5 - 14.9 0 2 0 
15.0 or more 0 I 0 
S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
27 33 3 
Page G-5 
Appendix G 
Table G4.A. Distribution of retained case tracts by hardwood mean diameter at breast 
height, by state (ACP) 
DBH Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina (inches) Washington Wisconsin 
Less than I.O 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.0 - 2.4 0 0 I 0 0 I 
2.5- 4.9 I3 8 16 13 I3 5 
5.0 - 7.4 0 4 4 4 3 3 
7.5 - 9.9 0 6 3 0 I 1 
10.0 - 12.4 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Table G4.F. Distribution of retained case tracts by hardwood mean diameter at breast height, by 
state (FIP) 
-
DBH Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (inches) 
--Less than I.O 0 0 2 0 0 0 
-1.0 - 2.4 0 I 8 0 0 0 
-2.5-4.9 20 20 21 23 33 3 
---5.0 - 7.4 0 2 0 4 0 I 
---7.5 - 9.9 0 2 0 0 0 0 
---10.0 - I2.4 0 3 0 0 0 0 
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Table GS.S. Distribution of retained case tracts by hard-
wood component age, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Age Georgia (years) Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 5 0 0 0 
5 - 10 1 0 0 
II - 15 I 5 I 
16 -20 2 4 3 
21 - 25 0 0 0 
26 - 30 0 1 0 
Appendix G 
Table GS.A. Distribution of retained case tracts by hardwood component age, by state (ACP) 
Age Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (years) 
Less than 5 0 0 2 1 4 0 
5 - 10 13 10 14 10 15 6 
II - 15 0 3 9 5 6 1 
16 -20 0 3 2 2 2 I 
21 -25 0 1 0 0 0 I 
26 - 30 0 I 0 0 0 0 
Table GS.F. Distribution of retained case tracts by hardwood component age, by state (FIP) 
Age Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (years) 
Less than 5 0 2 17 0 0 0 
5 - 10 15 19 15 19 27 1 
II - 15 4 3 0 8 7 I 
16 - 20 0 2 0 0 0 0 
21-25 0 I 0 0 0 0 
26 - 30 0 I 0 0 0 0 
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Table G6.S. Distribution of retained case tracts by per-
cent of hardwood species basal area in a dominant 
crown position, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 
10 - 24 0 0 0 
25 - 49 0 1 0 
50 - 74 0 1 0 
Table G6.A. Distribution of retained case tracts by percent of hardwood species basal area 
in a dominant crown position, by state (ACP) 
Dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi Missouri S.Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 - 24 2 5 3 5 3 1 
25 - 49 3 1 3 0 2 0 
50-74 0 1 2 2 13 2 
75 - 100 0 1 0 0 0 I 
Table G6.F Distribution of retained case tracts by percent of hardwood species basal area in 
a dominant crown position, by state (FIP) 
Dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10-24 6 6 19 4 3 3 
25 - 49 0 4 1 2 4 1 
50-74 3 3 5 1 19 0 
75- 100 0 2 3 0 2 0 
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Table G7.S. Distribution of retained case tracts by percent 
of hardwood species basal area in a co-dominant crown 
position, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Co-dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 
10 -24 0 0 0 
25-49 0 0 0 
50-74 0 2 0 
75- 100 4 8 4 
Appendix G 
Table G7.A. Distribution of retained case tracts by percent of hardwood species basal area in a 
co-dominant crown position, by state (ACP) 
Co-dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 -24 0 I 2 0 0 I 
25-49 0 0 I 0 2 0 
50-74 3 2 2 2 13 2 
75 - 100 10 15 19 15 8 7 
Table G7.F Distribution of retained case tracts by percent of hardwood species basal area in a 
co-dominant crown position, by state (FIP) 
Co-dominant 
crown Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
(percent) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 -24 0 2 3 0 2 0 
25-49 I 0 4 0 2 0 
50-74 2 7 4 2 21 I 
75- 100 17 19 19 25 8 3 
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Table Hl.S. Distribution of cases with replanting by 
acres replanted, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Acres Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 6 0 0 0 
6 - 10 0 0 0 
11-20 0 0 1 
21-30 1 0 I 
31-40 0 0 0 
41 -50 0 0 0 
51 or more I 0 0 
Table Hl.A. Distribution of ACP cases with replanting by acres replanted, by state (ACP) 
Acres Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 6 I 0 2 I 2 2 
6- 10 2 2 0 0 0 0 
II - 20 1 I 0 0 I 0 
21 - 30 1 0 0 0 0 0 
31-40 0 0 0 0 I 0 
Table Hl.F. Distribution of cases with replanting by acres replanted, by state (FIP) 
Acres Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 6 1 0 2 0 0 I 
6- 10 I 0 1 0 I 0 
11 - 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 
21 -30 1 0 0 I I 0 
31-40 0 0 I 0 0 0 
41 - 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
51 or more 0 0 0 I 0 0 
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Table H2.S. Distribution of cases with replanting by 
case size, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Case size Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (acres) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 
10 - 19 0 0 0 
20- 29 I 0 I 
30 - 39 0 0 0 
40-49 0 0 I 
50-74 I 0 0 
Table H2.A. Distribution of cases with replanting by case size, by state (ACP) 
Case size Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington (acres) 
Less than 10 2 0 I I 2 
10 - 19 I 2 0 0 I 
20-29 2 I I 0 0 
30 - 39 0 0 0 0 I 
40-49 0 0 0 0 0 
Table H2.F. Distribution of cases with replanting by case size, by state (FIP) 
Case size Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington (acres) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 
10 - 19 0 0 2 0 0 
20 - 29 I 0 I 0 I 
30- 39 0 0 0 0 I 
40-49 I 0 I 0 0 
50 - 74 0 0 0 I 0 
75 - 99 I 0 0 0 0 
100 - 124 0 0 0 I 0 
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Table H3.S. Distribution of cases with hardwood control 
by case size, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Case size Georgia (acres) Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 10 0 0 0 
10 - 19 I 0 0 
20 -29 0 4 0 
30- 39 1 1 I 
40 - 49 0 I 0 
50-74 1 0 0 
75 - 99 I 0 I 
100- 124 I 0 I 
125 - 149 0 0 0 
150 - 199 0 I 0 
200 or more 0 1 I 
Table H3.A. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by case size, by state (ACP) 
Case size Georgia Mississippi (acres) Missouri S. Carolina Washington 
Less than 10 1 1 6 1 5 
10- 19 1 1 1 1 3 
20-29 1 0 2 1 3 
30 -39 1 0 0 0 3 
40 - 49 0 2 1 0 0 
50-74 0 2 0 1 I 
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Table H3.F. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by case size, by state (FIP) 
Case size Georgia Mississippi (acres) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 10 0 0 I 0 0 0 
10- I9 0 0 3 0 5 2 
20- 29 0 I 3 0 1 0 
30- 39 I I 2 1 6 0 
40-49 I I 3 0 3 0 
50-74 3 I 4 0 I 0 
75 -99 0 0 0 0 0 0 
IOO - I24 0 0 0 1 I 0 
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Table H4.S. Distribution of cases with hardwood control 
by age at application, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Age Georgia (years) Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 5 0 0 0 
6- lO 1 0 0 
11 - 15 2 3 I 
16 or more 2 6 3 
Table H4.A. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by age at application, by state (ACP) 
Age Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (years) 
Less than 5 0 3 4 0 14 4 
6- 10 1 3 I 2 I 0 
11 - 15 2 0 3 2 0 0 
16 or more 0 4 2 0 0 0 
Table H4.F. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by age at application, by state (FIP) 
Age Georgia Mississippi (years) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 5 3 3 II 0 16 I 
6 - lO 2 I 5 2 I 0 
II - 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 or more 0 0 0 0 0 I 
-
-
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Table HS.S. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by 
acreage treated, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Acres treated Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 6 0 0 0 
6- 10 1 0 0 
11 - 20 1 2 0 
21 - 30 0 3 0 
31-40 1 1 1 
41 -50 0 0 0 
51 or more 2 3 3 
Appendix H 
Table HS.A. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by acreage treated, by state (ACP) 
Acres Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
treated 
Less than 6 I 0 4 0 3 0 
6- 10 I 1 3 I 4 1 
11 - 20 1 1 2 1 2 2 
21- 30 0 0 0 1 2 0 
31-40 1 1 0 0 3 0 
41-50 0 0 1 1 0 1 
51 or more 0 1 0 0 I 0 
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Table HS.F. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by acreage treated, by state (FIP) 
Acres Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
treated 
Less than 6 1 0 2 0 0 0 
6 - 10 0 0 2 0 2 I 
11 - 20 1 I 3 0 5 I 
21-30 I 1 5 I 5 0 
31-40 1 I 2 0 2 0 
41 -50 I I 0 0 I 0 
5 1 or more 0 0 2 I 2 0 
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Table H6.S. Distribution of cases with hardwood control 
by condition class, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Condition Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
class 
1 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 
3 3 I 0 
4 0 1 0 
5 2 1 4 
Appendix H 
Table H6.A. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by condition class, by state (ACP) 
Condition Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
class 
I 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 1 0 0 0 0 
3 0 I 2 2 0 0 
4 1 3 2 I 12 1 
5 3 I 6 I 3 3 
Table H6.F. Distribution of cases with hardwood control by condition class, by state (FIP) 
Condition Georgia Mississippi Missouri Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
class 
I 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 I 0 
3 0 0 2 0 0 0 
4 4 4 II 1 14 0 
5 1 0 3 I 2 2 
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Table H7 .S. Distribution of cases with commercial thin-
ning by case size, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Case size Georgia (acres) Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 10 0 0 1 
10 - 19 I 2 0 
20 -29 I 4 0 
30 - 39 I 1 4 
40 - 49 1 1 4 
50 - 74 1 0 3 
75 - 99 1 0 1 
100 - 124 1 0 2 
125 - 149 0 0 0 
150 - 199 I 2 0 
200 or more 0 I I 
Table H7.A. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning by case size, by state (ACP) 
Case size Georgia Mississippi (acres) Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 10 1 0 1 1 0 3 
10 - 19 1 0 I I 0 5 
20 - 29 0 0 I I 0 2 
30 - 39 I 0 0 0 0 2 
40 - 49 0 1 I 0 0 2 
50 - 74 0 I 0 I 0 0 
75-99 0 0 0 0 0 0 
100 - 124 0 0 0 0 0 0 
125- 149 1 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table H7 .F. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning by case size, by state (FIP) 
Case size Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (acres) 
Less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10- 19 0 0 0 0 0 I 
20-29 0 0 0 1 0 0 
30-39 0 0 0 0 0 0 
40 - 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50-74 0 0 0 0 0 0 
75 - 99 0 0 0 0 0 0 
100 - 124 0 0 0 I 0 0 
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Table HS.S. Distribution of cases with commercial thin-
ning by age at application, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Age Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina (years) 
Less than I6 I 1 3 
I6 - 20 5 9 lO 
21- 25 I I 2 
26-30 I 0 I 
Table HS.A. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning by age at application, 
by state (ACP) 
Age Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (years) 
Less than I6 2 0 I 0 0 0 
I6 - 20 0 2 2 2 0 3 
21-25 2 0 I 2 0 2 
26-30 0 0 0 0 0 8 
31 or more 0 0 0 0 0 I 
Table HS.F. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning by age at application, by state (FIP) 
Age Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin (years) 
Less than 16 0 0 0 2 0 0 
16 - 20 0 0 0 0 0 I 
21- 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 
26-30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3I or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table H9.S. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning 
by acreage treated, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Acres thinned Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
Less than 6 0 0 0 
6- 10 0 1 0 
11 -20 2 3 0 
21- 30 1 3 2 
31-40 I 1 2 
41-50 I 0 5 
51 or more 2 3 7 
Appendix H 
Table H9.A. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning by acreage treated, by state (ACP) 
Acres thinned Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 
6 - 10 1 0 0 1 0 5 
I I - 20 I 0 2 I 0 3 
21 - 30 0 0 0 I 0 2 
31 - 40 0 I 0 0 0 3 
41-50 0 0 I 0 0 I 
51 or more 1 I 0 I 0 0 
Table H9.F. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning by acreage treated, by state (FIP) 
Acres thinned Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
Less than 6 0 0 0 I 0 0 
6 - 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I I - 20 0 0 0 0 0 I 
21 -30 0 0 0 I 0 0 
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Appendix H 
Table HlO.S. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning 
by condition class, by state (Soil Bank Program) 
Condition class Georgia Mississippi S. Carolina 
1 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 
3 3 2 3 
4 1 1 0 
5 4 8 13 
Table HlO.A. Distribution of ACP cases with commercial thinning by condition class, by 
state (ACP) 
Condition Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
class 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 1 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 1 0 0 
4 2 0 0 I 0 0 
5 2 I 4 2 0 14 
Table HlO.F. Distribution of cases with commercial thinning by condition class, by state (FIP) 
Condition Georgia Mississippi Missouri S. Carolina Washington Wisconsin 
class 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 I 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 I 0 I 
Page H-14 
